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LONDON, JUNE 18, 1887. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


|. Mr. Jonn Watnewntcnut, the senior Chancery taxing master, 
| has retired. Mr. Watrewnicut was appointed in 1842. 





| Aw onprr which we print in another column transfers 100 causes 

_ to Mr. Justice Kexewicu for the purpose only of hearing or trial ; 

| of this number 30 are taken from the list of Mr. Justice Carrry, | ° 
40 from that of Mr. Justice Nozrs, and 30 from that of Mr. 
Tustice Srretuva. 








PzRHaPs IT wovuLp only be consistent with propriety that the ‘ 
| deliberations of the ens. Bs now sitting to Pes sigh vad for Jamenmnee beg not have a heay 
amalgamating the duties of some of the Chancery officers should | by the new hich wn st itn 

| remain secret until the committee have arrived at a conclusion. ¥ wor 
_-But it somehow happens that little matters do occasionally ooze 
| out, and it is now stated to be a question whether the committee 
_ shall separate without making any report, or whether they shall 
| Teport that they are unable to agree to any scheme. Few members 
| of the profession will be surprised to hear this; the general 
opinion appears to be that the present division of labour which 
| prevails in the Chancery offices cannot be materially altered so as 
| to increase the efficiency of the several d ts. It is also 
| urged that, if the cost of the appointment of an extra judge had | J; 
| not been brought forward, no attempt would have been made to 
act _ the resolutions of Lord Sztzornz’s Committee respecting 
' the Chancery offices, and that no reduction can be made which 
| will provide the sum required. It may be hoped that the 
' present committee will adopt the suggestion recently offered 
_ them in these columns, and ress to the Lord Chancellor the 

_ opinion that no change is advisable. 
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___ A new practice which has recently been adopted by Mr. Justice | ¢ 
Noxrx does not at first sight commend itself as tending to con- 
"venience. It is shortly this:—‘‘In drawing up an order made 
consent, it is right not to enter the evidence as read,” although 1 
| is the evidence which has brought about the consent. Up to 
" yery recent date it was the practice of the chancery registrar to 
enter in orders made by consent whatever evidence the parties lai 
before him. The inconvenience of omitting all mention of the evid- 
'ence in such cases is, however, more apparent than real. It 
that the taxing master will on taxation take note of all the 
‘adduced and not read, much in the same manner as he would take 
mote of the expenses of necessary witnesses subpenael but not 
galled. But upon the whole the old practice appears to be the 
If the evidence is set out in the order, any dispute as to its 
Daving been brought forward is set at rest, and the master 
“is assisted to that extent. It is true that a principle is involved 
im the question whether on a consent order the evidence 
‘be read; but no court would allow an order taken by consent to 
be disturbed simply on the ground that the evidence had not been 
“weighed .by the court pronouncing ; 
‘mentioned was adopted by Mr. Justice 
| an application to vary minutes in a case 
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inion the reasonable iod is twenty years. . . . 
Where Pagar] a beneficiary in Lome ssion and lr ears have 
I think it is fair to presume that the debts have been 
and in such a case I think that a purchaser is bound to 
inquire.” And Brerr, L.J., says: ‘‘It seems to me that, asa 
general ruie, the question [whether there are debts existing] 
should not be asked within twenty years, but that after 
twenty years it will be right to ask the question.” These 
observations have been understood in some quarters as being 
as of general application to all cases of sales by executors. 
Thys in Lewin on Trusts, 8th ed., p. 481, under the head of “ ex- 
ecutors’ receipts,” it is said ‘“‘the rule has now been adopted 
that, after twenty years, it is fair to presume that the debts have 
been paid, and the onus is upon the executors to shew that such 
is not the case.” This, it appears, is not the view of Mr. Justice 
Kay, the learned judge whose decision was reversed by the Court 
of A in Re Tanqueray-Willaume and Landau. In a case of 
Re Whistler and Richardson, reported elsewhere, he laid it down 
that the rule did not apply to an executor selling leaseholds. The 
law gave him the right to deal with the assets and “there was no 
authority for saying that that power ceased after twenty years.” 
This decision accords with the judgment of Lord Mansrretp in Whale 
v. Booth (4 T. R. 625 note), where he says, “‘ The general rule both 
of law and equity is clear, that an executor may dispose of the 
assets of the testator; that over them he has an absolute power; 
and that they cannot be followed by the testator’s creditors. 
- + +. It is also clear that, if, at the time of alienation, the pur- 
chaser knows that they are assets, this is no evidence of fraud ; 
or all the testator’s debts may have been already satisfied ; or, if he 
knows that the debts were not all satisfied, must he look to the 
application of the money? No one would buy on such terms.” 





WE REcENTLY discussed one of the questions decided in Morgan 
v. Hardy ng W. R. 588, 18 Q. B. D. 646). Another question of 
considerable practical importance, but not, we think, at all 
doubtful on principle, was decided on the appeal. The action 
was for breach of a covenant in a lease to keep and yield 
up buildings in repair.. The lease was granted in 1833, and 
the defendant alleged that the buildings and the sur- 
rounding property had greatly diminished in marketable value 
since the making of the lease, and that in consequence of such 
diminution in value a great portion of the repairs mentioned in the 
plaintiffs’ particulars were not suited to the demised premises, 
and were unnecessary for their use and enjoyment; that the 
proper measure of damages in the action was the actual loss to 
the plaintiffs’ reversion, and that the assessment ought to be 
limited to those items in the plaintiffs’ particulars which would be 
productive of advantage to the plaintiffs, and would improve the 
valne of the premises as they were at present used; or, in other 
words, that the damages should be limited to the amount which 
would be expended by a prudent and reasonable man in repairing 
the premises so as to be productive of remuneration. The 
referee to whom the question of the amount of damages was referred 
reported that on the one view the damages should be assessed at 
£1,680, and on the other view at £1,200. In principle Rawlings 
v. Morgan (138 W. R. 746, 18 C. B. N. 8. 776) appears to be a 
conclusive authority against the defendants’ contention. The 
judgments in that case shew that a jury is not bound to give only 
nominal damages for breach of a covenant to repair although 
before the end of the term the lessor had agreed with another 
person to grant him a lease under which the premises were to be 
Mortacve Surrn, J., says (p. 784) :—*“ The 
ordinary damages would be the amount which would be necessary 
them in a proper state of repair. The right to damages 
on the determination of the term, the lessor’s 
down the premises would not in the least affect 
r full damages.” If the fact that the demised 
to be pulled down did not affect the right to 
recover full damages, a fortiori a mere deterioration in the char- 
acter of the neighbourhood could not do so. Lord Esner said that 
the defendant’s ition was “ wholly untenable,” and that 
“every case was to the exact contrary.” 
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In a casez of Stokes v. Stokes last week an attempt was made to 





the power, which the High Court would otherwise have, of remit- 
ting actions for slander to a county court. The attempt was un- 
successful; but as, in giving j t, Mr. Justice Freup is 
reported to have said that he ‘‘never heard before that relief in 
an action for slander cannot be given in a county court,” it may 
be well to consider the effect of the statutes upon the subject. In 
the first place, the 58th section of the County Court Act, 1846, 
expressly excludes actions of slander, amongst others, from the 
jurisdiction of the county court, so that Mr. Justice Frex's 
observation was rather too extensive. But section 10 of the 
County Court Act, 1867, allows any defendant against whom an 
action of slander may be brought in a superior court to obtain an 
order (which it is in the discretion of a judge to make or refuse ; 
Leavy. Parker, 13 Q. B. D. 835) remitting such action to the 
county court, unless the plaintiff give security for costs or satisfy 
the judge that he has a cause of action fit to be prosecuted in a 
superior court. Then section 67 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
enacts that the provisions of the 10th section of the County 
Court Act, 1867, “shall apply to all actions commenced in the 
High Court of Justice in which any relief is sought which can 
be given in a county court.” As Lord Bracxsugw said in Garnett 
Bradley (26 W. R. 698, 3 App. Cas., at pp. 971—2) this section 
is “ somewhat curiously worded,” but if it were to be taken to 
exclude actions of slander from the 10th section of the Act of 
1867, the result would be to repeal that section so far as slander 
actions are concerned, which not only could not have been in- 
tended, but could not have been done without more express words. 








SOLICITOR-TRUSTEES’ COSTS. 
I. 


Ir is a well-known rule of law that a solicitor who is alsoa 
trustee cannot make any charge against the estate for professional 
work that he may do in connection with it. An exception, how- 
ever, exists where the work is done by the solicitor, not as acting 
for himself, but as acting on behalf of his co-trustees. This 
exception has been the subject of recent discussion in the case of 
Re Corsellis, Lawton v. Elwes (35 W. R. 309, 34 Ch. D. 675), and it 
has received from the Court of Appeal a sanction, based upon its 
long establishment, which now makes it practically invincible. 
At the same time, it is subject in turn to the exception that it 
applies only to costs incurred in connection with business done in 
an action or proceeding in court. 

It is not necessary to quote any authority for the general 
position that a trustee is not entitled to be paid for his trouble. 
This is often put upon the ground that he is not allowed to make 
a profit out of his office, but it was pointed out by Lord Cranworth 
in Broughton v. Broughton (5 D. M. & G. 164) that this statement 
of the rule is not wide enough. ‘‘ The rule really is, that no one 
who has a duty to perform shall place himself in a situation to 
have his interests conflicting with his duty.” It was from a 
fortunate failure to see this that the exception in question arose. 
The matter is explained very clearly in New v. /ones (note to 
Cradock v. Piper,1 M. & G. 668, and 9 Byth. Jarm. 338), the 
first case which laid down the principle as applicable to solicitors. 
Two cases were quoted in argument which had been recently 
decided in Chancery, and in which a trustee, who was a solicitor, 
had been allowed his professional charges. In each case, 
apparently, it had been held that there was nothing to prevent a 
solicitor from getting such charges if they were properly made. 
On the other side it was stated that the general opinion in the 
profession was the other way, and that a solicitor was not allowed 
to charge for business done by him. In giving judgment, Lord 
Lyndhurst said that it was the duty of the trustee or executor to 
be the guardian of the estate committed to his charge, and to 
watch over its interests; if he was allowed to perform the duties 
of the estate, and to claim compensation for his services, hi 
interest would then be opposed to his duty; and, as a matter of 
prudence, the court did not allow the executor or trustee to place 
himself in that situation. The only question, therefore, was as to 
the application of this rule to solicitors, and Lord Lyndhurst went 
on to say that it applied to them as strongly as to any other 
persons. If a solicitor were to perform business necessary to be 





argue that section 67 of the Judicature Act, 1873, has taken away 
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transacted for the estate, and were to be paid for the performance 
of it, it would, the learned Chancellor cry ps os his interests at 
variance with the duties he had to discharge. 

The matter was one, of course, which affected a body of 
persons, by whom, in most cases, the trust business could be better 
and more conveniently done than by anyone else, but who could 
not afford to give the necessary time and labour gratuitously, and 
who were conscious, moreover, that the authors of their trust 
would certainly have themselves raised no objection to their being 
remunerated. And over and above this, there did appear to be one 
circumstance which made it less necessary for the court to be as 
strict with solicitors as with ordinary trustees. Their bills might 
be taxed, and if the estate lost, in any degree, the protection of the 
trustee, it would gain that of the taxing master. But so far from 
allowing this to be a reason in favour of the solicitor, the court 
actually took possession of it as an additional safeguard for the 
trust. The estate had a right, it was said, not only to the 
protection of the taxing master, but also to the vigilance and 
guardianship of the trustee, who, if he were allowed to perform the 
duties of a solicitor, and to be paid for them, might often find it 
proper to institute and carry on legal proceedings which he would 
not do were he to derive no emolument from them and were he to 
employ another person. The court, in fact, adopted and acted on 
the Johnsonian view of the character and propensities of an 
attorney. ; 

In New v. Jones, as in other cases, however, the court was 
careful to observe that it cast no imputation upon the 
solicitor before it. The object was to restrain the generally 
wicked tendencies of the great mass of solicitors. Thus, in 
Moore v. Frowd (3 M. & C. 45), it was said that it was not 
because the trust estate is, in any particular case, charged with 
more than it might otherwise have been, but that the principle, if 
allowed, would lead to such consequences in general. Fraser v. 
Palmer (4 Y. & C. 515) the court based the rule on an anxious 
desire for the reputation of solicitors as well as for the safety of the 
estate. After pointing out, in the usual way, the conflict between 
duty and interest that it is supposed must ensue if a trustee who 
was a solicitor were allowed to charge for his trouble, Baron 
Alderson went on to remark: “ It has been said that the attorney 
in this case is respectable ; it may be so, but it is in order that 
attorneys may be respectable that they sustain the loss.” 

It is very clear then that, as was pointed out in Broughton v. 
Broughton, the principle upon which a solicitor-trustee is debarred 
from receiving compensation for his trouble is not fully expressed 
in the maxim that a trustee is not to make a profit by his trust, 
but rather we must go to the reason for the maxim itself—viz., 
that a trustee is not to put himself in any position in which his 
private interests may conflict with his duty. In deciding Cradock 


v. Piper (1 M. & G. 668) Lord Cottenham did not see that this | in 


was the effect of New v. Jones. Starting from the principle that 


a trustee cannot be permitted to make a profit of his office, he | shall, 


pointed out that he would do this if, being a party to a cause as 
trustee, he were permitted, being also a solicitor, to derive pro- 
fessional profits from acting for himself as such party. Revie 


wing 
the cases of New v. Jones and Moore v. Frowd, he found that in | clause 


these the solicitor’s work in question had been done by him when 
he was thus acting for himself as trustee. Moreover, he found 
that in Fraser v. Palmer the solicitor-trustee had been allowed 
his costs in an action where he appeared for the cestuis gue trust. 
Hence he concluded that the rule was not to be extended 

cases where the solicitor-trustee was acting for himself in his 
capacity of trustee. Now, in the case before him the solicitor had 
acted, not only for himself, but also for his co-trustees. Since, 
however, it is no part of the business of a trustee to assist other 
parties in suits relative to the trust property, it is clear that, in 
acting for these latter, he was fulfilling no of his proper duty 
as trustee. Toa case of this kind Lord nham said the rule 
had never been extended, and he declined to take the initiative in 
doing s0. He seems, therefore, to have been unconscious that he 
was making any exception to an established rule, but rather to 
have thought that he had refrained from extending it. But how it 
can be possible to allow him (the solicitor-trustee) his costs in such 
& case, and at the same time approve of ew v. Jones, itis not easy 
to understand ,and to this inconsistency attention has wears 
been called on the bench. Thus, in Manson v. Baillie (2 Meo. 
H. L. C. 80), Lord Brougham pointed out that the decision in 


Cradock v. Piper had never been adopted in the House of Lords, 
Sic Sanaa ee pees a 
to the len to which it v. 

D. “1 & G. 160) Lord Ceuaweth said as 

bound to protect the estate against improper charges, there exist 
the same difficulty in principle in his acting for himself and others 
as in acting for himself alone. This being so, no one will 

prised to find that in the case of Re Corsellis Mr. Justice Kay strained 
every nerve to cut down the exception in Oradock v. Pyper to its 


narrowest limits, though we must reserve the manner in which he 
did this, as well as the course which the Court of Appeal 
felt itself bound to take, for our next article. 

There are, however, two points which may properly be alluded 
to here. When the costs 


an 
solicitor-trustee, the decree does i 

disbursements out of pocket, and disallow professional charges. 
This is a matter of the construction of i 
discretion of the taxing master. So i 
Brown (1 Coll. 260). In Cradock v. Piper 
expressed his surprise at the practice, and made 
to whether it had been uniformly adopted. 
so, he refrained from interfering with it in any way, although he 
seemed to retain his opinion that the i 
than was really warranted by the terms of the order, inasmuch as 
the taxing master did not really tax the costs at all, but sim 
disallowed them. The other point which had to be decided 

to the manner of separating the solicitor-trustee’s costs from those 
of his co-trustees. Supposing there were four trustees altogether, 
and the costs were £40, the amount being in no way increased by 
the appearance of the solicitor-trustee himself, is £40 to be 
divided among the four, and £10 to be disallowed as bei 
costs incurred by the solicitor-trustee acting on his own ? 
It was held that such a procedure would not give him 

is entitled to—viz., the whole costs of appearing for the 
If, however, the whole amount is at all increased by his 
on his own behalf, then these additional costs will be disallowed. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


CALVERT v. THOMAS AND LLOYD—O, A, No. 1, 14th June. 
Bru or Sars—Vatrrry—“ Exrznses Incunngp rm Reg.arion To THR 
Szcurrry’’—Conveyanctnc Acr, 1881 (44 & 45 Vuer. c. 41) s. 19— 
pane or Sate Acr, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 43) s. 9—Fonm m 
HEDULE. 


Interpleader issue in which the plaintiff was a bill of sale holder and 
the defeudants were execution creditors. The bill of sale, dated the let of 
for a loan, and, after conferring on the 


June, 1886, was given as security 
f a power of seizure and 


It was contended om behalf of the bill of sale holder that this 
was practically authorized by section 19 of the Act, 
at the majority of the full Court of Appeal in Re Morrité (35 





desired once more to express the Conveyancing Act was 
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and oppressive charges. They would also include the cost of preparing 
the ew security. The of sale was, therefore, not in accordance 
with the form. Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—Covunsst, Potter, Q.0., and 
Danckwerts; H. Reed. Sorscrrons, Gregory, Rowcliffes, ¢ Co., for R. 
Nicholson, Liverpool; H. Davies. 


HARSANT v. BLAINE, eens ay & CO.—C. A. No. 1, 15th 
une. 


Parmorat ann AcGENT—AGENT BONA FIDE DENYING TiTLE OF Princrpat— 
Acrion ror Monzy HAD AND RECEIVED—INTEREST. 


The plaintiff, who resided in South Africa, was jointly interested with 
aman named Lynch in 1,050 shares in the Kimberley Waterworks Co. 
On South Africa for England he left the shares with Lynch, who 
shortly s sent them, together with others, to the defendants, 
who were brokers in London, as security for a draft by him on them. He, 
however, directed the defendants to take the plaintiff's instructions as to 
what should be done with his portion of the shares. The defendants sold 
the shares. In Névember, 1882, the plaintiff applied to the defendants 
for the shares or the proceeds of their sale, but the defendants declined 
to recognize him, saying that the shares had been mortgaged to them by 

and that they would render an account to him. The plaintiff, 
communicating with Lynch, brought this action for the proceeds of 
the sale of the shares, which was tried before Grove, J., who gave judg- 
ment for the plaintiff for the value of the shares. His decision was re- 
versed in the Court of Appeal, but restored in the House of Lords, by 
whom the case was remitted to the Queen’s Bench Division to assess the 
amount of the value of the shares. Grove, J., refused to entertain the 
question, and the plaintiff appealed from his refusal and urged that he 
was entitled to the present value of the shares, which had increased in 
value since the sale by the defendants, and also that he was entitled to 
interest on the proceeds of the sale. 

Tue Oovrr (Lord Esuen, M.R., Linptay and Lorzs, L.JJ.) said that 

they would give a decision on the principle of assessment of the damages, 
they would not say that Grove, J., was wrong in refusing to 
doso. The action had been framed and brought as an action for money 
had and received, and it had been fought throughout on that footing, and 
the damages must be assessed accordingly. To say that the plaintiff was 
entitled to the present value of the shares would be to treat the action as 
it were one of trover for the conversion of the shares. This could 
not be done without amendment, and it was now too late to amend. The 
defendants must therefore be treated as agents of the plaintiff, and as 
having sold the shares by his authority, and were therefore liable to 
account to him for the proceeds of such sale. At'common law, before the 
Judicature Acts, interest on such proceeds could not be recovered from 
its, but since the Judicature Act the principles of equity were to 
. In eqnity, in actions for account, which were of a similar 
to such actions as this, it was clearly laid down in Pearse v. Green 
Jac & W.586) that an agent bound to pay money to a principal, but 
os Mead so, was liable for interest on that money from the time of 
re . It was no excuse that the agent entertained a bond fide 
ubt as to the title of his principal to the money. Consequently, apply- 
that yoo a to the present case, the defendants must pay to the 
tiff of the sale by them of the shares, and interest on 
amount from November, 1882, at the rate of 4 per cent.—Counsz1, 
. G. Witt; Charles, Q.O., and Bray. Soxrcrrors, Saunders, Hawksford, 
Bennett, § Co. ; Watley, Tilleard, § Freeman. 
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NEWMAN & OO. o. PINTO & SONS—O. A. No. 2, 14th June. 


m-Mank—ImiratTion—InsuNcTION—FRAUDULENT REPRESENTATION BY 
PLatinttrr, 


This wes an appeal from s judgment of Kekewich, J., granting an 
injunction to restrain the defendants from imitating the plaintiffs’ trade- 
mark and labels. The plaintiffs carried on business in London as manu- 
facturers and importers of and tobacco, and in 1883 had registered 
(under the Trade-Marks Registration Act, 1875) a trade-mark containing 
the words “‘ La Pureza,”’ with a design or picture. Each of their cigar 
boxes was stamped on the lid with the word ‘‘Habana,”’ surrounded by 
an ellipse containing the words ‘‘ La Pureza—Ramon Romuedo,” and also 
contained an inside label with the word ‘‘Habana” at the foot of a 
picture. An additional label contained the signature ‘‘ Ramon Romuedo,”’ 

with shields of Spain and the Havannah. The similarity of the 
’ labels to those of the plaintiffs was admitted, but the right of 
plaintiffs to protection was disputed mainly on the ground that their 
mark contained a fraudulent representation that the cigars sold by 
made at the Havannah, whereas, in fact, the cigars sold under 
were manufactured at Bremex from Mexican tobacco, and it 
on the authority of Wood v. Lambert (32 Oh. D. 247, 30 Soxict- 
ovuwAL, 200), that the plaintiffs had by their own fraud forfeited all 
crease for their trade-mark. Kekewich, J., held that the 
** Havannah ” having been in common use in the trade for at least 
five years for cigars, wherever they came from, and this fact being 
both to the trade and to customers, there had been no fraud, 
. Lambert did not apply, and consequently that the plaintiffs 
entitied to an injunction, an account, and the costs of the action. 
Covnr or Arrzat (Corron, Bowzn, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed 
decision, and dismissed action. Oorron, L.J., said that the mark 
used by the plaintiffs in connection only with boxes of cigars 
imported Bremen; the purpose for which it was used 
them in the sale of cigars in boxes so marked and 
. It must be assumed that the plaintiffs had given directions to 
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correspondents in Bremen as to the use of the mark, and, in his | simple, to trustees on 


mark. It was admitted that the cigars, if made of Havannah tobacco, 
were not made at the Havannah, but at Bremen, and therefore were not 
genuine Havannah cigars in the proper sense of the term. Was there, 
then, a representation, or anything amounting to a representation, that 
the cigars contained in these boxes were cigars made in the Havaanah? 
To answer this question not only the labels affixed to the boxes, but the 
stamp impressed on the boxes—the whole box, in fact—must be looked 
at. That stamp contained the words “‘La Pureza,” ‘‘ Habana,’ and 
‘‘Ramon Romuedo.’”’ It was said that ‘‘ sehen” ear Lanpoy that 
the cigars were made up in the particular shape and size whic come 
to be known as Hevmench cigars. But there were also the words “‘ La 
Pureza,”? which was an old Havannah brand, though ic was said to be 
now no longer in existence, and ‘‘ Ramon Romuedo.’”’ There was no 
manufacturer of cigars at the Havannah known under that name. Why, 
then, was the name used, except that it was a name which would strike 
everyone as being the name of a Spaniard? Then there was also some- 
thing which purported to be the signature of this “Ramon Romuedo” 
written on the label, as if to denote that he was in some we ee 
with the manufacture of the cigars. It was said that everybody in the 
cigar trade did the same, or much the same, in reference to labels for 
cigar boxes. But, in his lordship’s opinion, even if that were so, it 
afforded no justification to the plaintiffs, who, having msde up their cigars 
in boxes containing untrue representations, came to the court for protection 
against infringement. The proper course for a court of law, and still 
more for a court of equity, was to refuse to protect any person who 
sailed under false colours. These cigar boxes, when looked at as a whole, 
contained what amounted to a representation that the cigars in them were 
manufactured by a person whose name appeared on the lid and label ata 
particular place, the Havannah, which was not the place where they were 
really manufactured. The mere fact that there were other persons in the 
trade who made the same attempt to impose upon the public did not 
authorize the court to interfere in a case like this, where there had been a 
false representation as to the origin and manufacture of the article sought 
to be protected. The action ought to have been dismissed, without costs, 
but the defendants would have the costs of the appeal. Bowzn, L.J., 
entirely concurred. Why should there have been this elaborate con- 
catenation of pictorial lies except for the purpose of deceiving the public? 
No reasonable or honest purpose could be suggested. Fry, L.J., con- 
curred.—Counset, Aston, Q.C., and John Culler ; Warmington, Q.0,, and 
Sebastian, Soxscrrors, James Curtis; W. H. Roberts. 


Re ROBERTS, EVANS v. THOMAS—Kay, J., 11th June. 


Brit or Sate—ReoistRaTion—Memoranpum or Satz in AvcCTIONEER’s 
Boox—Bri1s or Satz Act, 1878 (40 & 41 Vier. c. 31), 8. 4. 


In this case a stack of hay had been knocked down to R. Williams, at 
a sale by auction of farm produce, for £40, one of the conditions of sale 
being that a purchaser was to have six months’ credit. No money was 
paid. and the hay was left on the vendor’s farm, but an entry of the sale 
to Williams was made by the auctioneer’s clerk in his book, specifying 
the lot and’ price and purchaser’s name, so as to prevent the sale being 
void under section 17 of the Statute of Frauds, relating to contracts for 
the sale of goods for the price of £10 and upwards. Before the six 
months had expired, the hay was seized undera ji. fa. on a judgment 
—_- the vendor, and being claimed by Williams, the sheriff inter- 
P 


ed. The execution creditor contended that the entry in the ~ 


auctioneer’s book ought to have been registered as a bill of sale under the 
Act of 1878, being an ‘‘ assurance” within section 4, for without it the 
sages could not be enforced. The claimant contended that there had 


» a constructive delivery of the hay tohim, and that it passed to him by | 


the sale, and not by the entry, which was merely evidence of the sale, 
Marsden v. Meadows (29 W. R. 816, 7 Q. B. D. 80). 
Kay, J., held that the claim failed. There was no receipt of the hay, 


nor of any part of it by the purchaser, so as to make the vendor bailee of © 
the case was clearly within the mischief intended to be — 
prevented by the Bills of Sale Act, for the hay remained in the apparent © 


it for him, and 


possession of the veador within the very words of section 4. Whatever 
might be the meaning of the term ‘‘assurance’’ in that section, there 


could be no doubt that a written memorandum, which was not merely ; 
evidence of the transaction, but without which the transaction of sale and ~ 


purchase was void, must be a document of title which could pope © 
called an assurance. The case was to be hed from one in which 


the sale would be valid and complete without the memorandum.—OovunsgL, 


H. Tindal Atkinson; F. Marshali; and H. Terrell. So.scrrons, Bolton, 


Robbins, & Busk, for O. Owen, Pwllheli; Rushton, for D. L. George, @ 


Criccieth ; Rooke ¢ Sons, for C. A. Jones, Oarnarvon. 
Re BRIDGE, FRANKS v. WORTH—Kay, J., 9th June. 


Pracrice—Jvnispicrion—OnricinatIne Summons—Trustzzs or Witi— 
has CLamune acainst THE Wiui-—R. 8. C., 1883, LV., 3 (4.), 
E. 

This was an originating summons, under ord. 55, r. 3, by trustees of the 
will of Ann Bridge, asking that it might be ‘‘ determined in what 
manner they should deal with certain freehold messuages . . . pure 


ported to be devised by the said will, and with a certain indenture of | 
release dated the 31st of July, 1800, which is believed to deal with the © 
said messuages, and which is now in their possession.”” The defendants — 


were H. Worth, who claimed the property under the release, and the 


tees under the will, some of whom were infants. The 4 
roperty, under the belief that it was her’s in fee ~ 
for sale and to pay debts. The indenture of © 


residuary 
testatrix dev the 





June 18, 1887. 7 


opinion, the plaintiffs were not entitled to be protected in the use of the 
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1800 had been recently discovered, SS ee ee eee 
only to have been entitled as tenant in tail of the . If the 

perty did not pass under the will the legacies wo' we to abate. 
The defendants did not object to having the question determined on the 
summons. 

Kay, J., said thatthe court had no jurisdiction to decide on an origin- 
ating summons under ord. 55, r. 3, a question of this kind between the 
trustees and an adverse claimant and infants, and dismissed the summons, 
with costs.—Counsen, Carson; A. a’B. Terrell; Upjohn. Soxrscrrons, 
Cobbold ¢ Woolley, for Cobbold, Sons, & Rouse, Ipswich ; Rawlinson ¢ Upjohn. 


Re WHISTLER AND RICHARDSON—Kay, J., 8th and 9th June. 


Venpor and Purcuaser — Executor — Lzeasgsnoitps— Inquiry as .To 
Existence or Dentrs—Powrr or Exxzcuror Tro Sxit Lxasenoips 20 
Years arrer Tzstator’s Deatu. 


8. H. Davis bequeathed all his leaseholds to his daughter Maria upon 
trust to pay an annuity, and, after giving several legacies, gave the 
residue, subject to debts, &c., to his said daughter, and appointed her 
sole executrix. He died on the 28th of March, 1867. Some of the lease- 
holds were underlet, and had recently formed the subject of ejectment 
proceedings by the executrix; a compromise was ¢ , and the 
occupier ag to buy the leaseholds. The agreement was dated the 16th 
of March, 1887, and by it the price was to be fixed by a valuer, which was 
done, but not till after the 28th of March, 1887. The purchaser insisted 
that after such a lapse of time the executrix could not sell as euch without 
shewing that there were in existence debts of the testator. 

Kay, J., said that the requisition was unreasonable. The rule in Re 
Tanqueray-Willaume ¢ Landau (30 W. R. 801, 20 Ch. D. 465) did not apply 
to an executor selling leaseholds bequeathed to him by the will. ere 
was nothing to shew that the executrix had assented to the legacy, or 
taken possession as legatee. The law gave her the right to deal with 
assets in her hands, and there was no authority for saying that that power 
ceased after twenty years. But if that case did apply, yet this case would 
not fall within the rule; for as soon as the price was fixed, the contract 
was compete and operated from the date when it was le, which was 
twelve days less than twenty years from the testator’s death. Summons 
dismissed with costs.—Counset, E. Ford; J. M. Stone, Soxrcrrons, Joseph 
Harwood ; Stones, Morris, ¢ Stone. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. MAYOR, &c., OF BLACKBURN—Chitty, 
J., 10th June. 


Municrpan Corporations Act, 1882, s. 15, sup-sscrion 4; ss. 140, 141 
—Musarriication or Boroven Funp. 


In this case the plaintiffs and relators, being ratepayers of Blackburn, 
complained of certain resolutions on the part of the corporation of the 
town for the re of moneys from the berough fund to the purposes 
of the local celebration of the Queen’s Jubilee, and moved for an interim 
injunction. Since. the institution of the action the co ion had re- 
scinded the resolutions and passed others to the effect » pursuant to 
section 15, sub-section 4, of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, the 
sum of £700 should be paid to the mayor by way of remuneration, and 


that the mayor be requested to take such steps as he ht deem proper 
for the due celebration of the Jubilee. The plaintiffs alleged that such 
resolutions were an evasion of the Act, and were for the purpose oi 


misapplying the borough fund in pursuance of the intention disclosed by 
the original resolutions. 

Onirty, J., said that to speak of an evasion of an Act of Parliament was 
a fallacious expression. An Act was either complied with or disobeyed ; 
it was not evaded. The Act of 1882, s. 15, sub-section 4, said that the 
mayor of a corporation might receive such remuneration as the town council 
should think reasonable. Section 140 said that such remuneration 
should be paid out of the borough fund, and section 141, sub-section 2, _ 
vided that any order of the council for payment out of the borough fund 
might be removed into the Queen’s Bench Division by writ of certiorari, and 
might be wholly or partly disallowed or confirmed by the court according 
to its judgment or discretion. It was possible that the Legislature, when 
granting to the Queen’s Bench a discretionary power, had in its contem- 
plation the desirability of allowing e 'y expenditure, if such 
expenditure were deemed reasonable. However, be that as it might, 
the plaintiffs had not shewn upon the motion any case of the town council 
ha by its resolutions said one thing when in truth it meant another, or 
having done anything irregular under the Act of 1882; and it was not 
therefore a case for an interlocutory injunction.—Covunsgt, Sir 4. Watson, 
Q.0., and Methold ; Romer, Q.0., and W. D. Rawlins. Sottcrrars, Bolton, 
Robbins, Busk, ¢ Co., for W. EB. L. Gaine, Town Olerk, Blackburn; Blach- 
ford, Riches, ¢ Wood, for Darley ¢ Crossley, Blackburn. 


EDMONDS v. BLAINA FURNACES 00.—Chitty, J., 15th June. 


Company—DegpenturE—Moutoace or Onatrers—Bitis or Sats Acr, 
1882, s. 17. 


In this case the question arose whether a memorandum of agreement 
between a company and certain mo: es named therein, charging in 
favour of persons named the und g, property, and effects of the 
company, and containing a covenant on the part of the company for re- 
—— of the sum charged, pari passu, amongst the persons named should 

ave been registered as a bill of sale, or was exempt from such registra- 
tion as being a debenture of an incorporated company within the saving 
clause (section 17) of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. 

Oxrrry, J., said that there was no legal definition of the term debenture. 
But looking at the terms of the document in question, he was of opinion 
that it came within what was usage in legal diction styled a debenture. 








It was, moreover, required to be registered under the Companies Act, 1862. 
It was not an essential feature in a debenture that it should bear a serial 
number. He had known a debenture of 
of a single mo He considered that par teeny 
within the saving clause of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882.—Counszt, Romer, 
-C., and C. A. Jomes; Ingle Foyce and R. J. Parker ; Vernon R. Smith, 
Soxicrrors, Clements; C. A. Clulow. 


Re HERMANN LOOG (LIM.)—North, J., 10th June. 


Company—Winpinc vup—Restramixne Acrion acatmsst Company—Soxicr- 
tor—Costs 1s Winpinc vp—ARRESTMENT OF Assets Ix ScoTLaND— 
Compantes Act, 1862, ss. 87, 122. 


The above com; was in liquidation in under an order of 
the Chancery Division, Te tnd ea nant tn Boctiond,, am the solicitors 
of the official liquidator in England a solicitor in their 


in 

t in Scotland to assist 

terms that the English 
remuneration bg rede neg Ms = Bhi food eB ogy Glare S 
payment. The Scotch solicitor some services in 
assets of the company in and he then commenced 

st the liquidator in the Court of Session for his remuneration, and 
his bill of costs was taxed, and he obtained an order for the arrestment of 
some moneys which formed part of the assets, and which were in the 
hands of an auctioneer and in a bank. The liquidator moved for an 
jusction to restrain the Ress eee Salt faa Cun ae 
proceedings in Scotland in respect of his bill of 
given by a Scotch advocate to the effect that, by the 


law of 
solicitor who had been employed by an whether a private 
individual or an official lanidetor was led to found jeriedioon by 


dl 
li 
rl 


arrestip angio oe Fy t, and thereafter to raise an action 
against him in the tch courts for payment of his business accounts. 
After founding jurisdiction and raising an action in Scotland against an 
official liquidator resident in , & solicitur was (the advocate 
entitled, according to the law of , to arrest in security of his 
SS a property in that country belonging to 

chen 

Norrts, J., held that the Scotch solicitor must be restrained from arrest- 


ee or He wae ne eee eS oe Oe ee ee 
t employ: ‘or a similar purpose ve 

been entitled to being on setion 

tion. The solicitor would, of course, be: in the winding up what 

was due to him, but he could not be to attach the assets.— 

Counsei, Cookson, Q.C., and Emden; Haldane. Soxrcrrons, Goldberg ¢ 

Langdon ; Barnard § Co. 


Re THE BRITON LIFE ASSOOIATION—North, J., 11th June. 


Lire Assurance Company—Transrzr or Bu By 
Covrt—Norice to Poticy-Hotpers—Lirz Assurance Companres Act, 
1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 61), s. 14. 


This wes o petition by « lide semmeunce sompens cot Sidi 2: ie 

confirmation by the court of a conditional agreement which had been 

entered into for the sale and transfer of the life policies and annuity 

contracts of the company, and So gees 6 ee ee nee 

life assurance company. Section 14 of the 

Act, 1870, provides that no such er 

another unless such transfer is confirmed by the court. “a 

the court for confirmation is to be made by petition, and 

such application is made to the court a statement of the 

transfer, together with an abstract co's the material facts embodied 

in the agreement or deed under which 

effected, and copies of the actuarial or other reports upon which such 

agreement or deed is founded, shall be forwarded to each policy-holder of 

the transferred com by the 

vided by section 136 of the Com 

for the transmission to shareholders of notices not 
The court shall 


personally. not 

which it ap pe Gretel ed me tere mygitir mownige cy Saw tos 

or more of the total amount assured in any company the of 
the 


which it is pi diseen 
present case a few of the -holders of 
was to be transferred 


| 
: 
| 
‘ 
F 


+) 

ore aby such application is made to 
been complied with.—Counszn, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and the Beale 
F. R. ¥. Radelife. Soxscrrons, Davidson ¢ Morris ; Radel 


Re SOMERSET—North, J., 13th June. 


Apporntuant or New Tavustezs—Jomr Powsr ro Husnanp axp Wire 
—JvpicraL Ssparnation—Asszence or HuspanD Annoap—“* 
on Dirricutt’’—-Taverss Act, 1860, 8. 32. 


Thie was a petition by the wife and the other persons beneficially 
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settlement, for the appointment by the court 
of two new trustees of the settlement in the place of one trustee who was 
dead and another who desired to retire. The settlement contained a 
power of appointing new trustees, which was exercisable by the husband 
and wife during their joint lives. The wife had obtained a judicial separa- 
tion on the ground of the husband’s misconduct, and he had since gone 
to, and was still residing, in Australia. He had been adjudicated a bankrupt, 
and the wife had, by means of money belonging to her for her separate use, 
from the trustee in the bankruptcy the husband's reversionary 
fe interest in the settled property. Section 32 of the Trustee Act, 1850, 
provides that, ‘‘ whenever it shall be expedient to appoint a naw trustee 
or new trustees, and it shall be found inexpedient, difficult, or impracticable 
so to do without the assistance of the Court of Chancery, it shall be lawful 
for the said Court of Chancery to make an order appointing a new 
trustee or new trustees, either in substitution for or in addition to any 
existing trustee or trustees.’’ 

Noxrn, J., held that, under the above circumstances, section 32 applied, 
and that he had jurisdiction to appoint new trustees. He accordingly 
made the appointment.—Counset, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and W. R. EB. 
Barker ; R. Marrack. Soxtcrrors, Guscotte, Wadham, § Daw. 


Re ARNOLD—North, J., 11th June. 


R. 8. C., 1883, LV., 2 (2)—Paymenr ovr or Oourr—Pzrrrion or 
Summons—Costs—Szcuniry nor Excerprne £1,000 Nomrmnat VAug. 


This was a petition asking that a sum of £447 Bank of England Stock, 
which was in court, might be sold, and the proceeds of sale paid to the 
trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Act, 1582, of a settlement 
of land made by a will. The stock represented the purchase-money of a 
part of the settled land which had been taken by a local board under their 
statu wers. The Lands Olauses Consolidation Act, 1845, was 
incorporated with their special Act. The money had been invested under 
an order of the court. The petition asked that, im accordance with 
section 80 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, the local board might 
yey ‘he costs of the petition. On behalf of the board it was objected 

. under the above rule, the nominal value of the stock being less than 
£1,000, the application ought to have been made by summons in 
chambers, and that they ought not to be required to pay more than the 
Costs of 6 summons. 

Norn, J., said that in this particular case he thought that, if the appli- 
cation had been made by summons, the chief clerk would have required 
a written statement of the facts which would have been equivalent to a 
petition, and that practically the costs would have been the same. He 
declined, therefore, to give any special direction as to the costs. But it 
was important that petitions should not be presented unnecessarily, and, 
if in any case he could see that the costs had been substantially increased 
by the presentation of a petition, he should direct that only the costs of a 
summons should be allowed.—Counsgt, Dunning ; Swinfen Eady. Soutct- 
Tons, Merediths, Roberts, § Mills ; Robins, Burges, & Co 


Re PEREIRA—Q. B. Div., 10th June. 
Barnister—Apmisston TO Pracrise—Sicninc tHe Rot. 


‘enn Collins, Q.C., asked for an expression of the opinion of the court 
the following circumstances. A gentleman named Pereira, who 
had been called to the bar in this country by one of the Inns of Court, 
omitted after his call to sign the rollin this court, had lately 
to Ceylon to practise in the Supreme Court there. By an 
ce in force in that colony it is provided that any person shall be 
to be admitted as an advocate who has been admitted as a 
in one of the superior courts in England or Ireland. An objec- 
been raised to Mr. Pereira’s practising in Oeylon, on the 
of his not having signed the roll, the Chief Justice there held 
e@ was not eligible to be admitted as an advocate, inasmuch as he 
t be deemed to have been admitted as a barrister in England 
had signed the roll, It was submitted that the practice of sign- 
ll by newly-called barristers, though it was still followed in 
ces, had become unnecessary since the Promissory Oaths Act, 
32 Vict. c. 72). There was no doubt that the court in Ceylon 
Ww wi exprested by this court. 
URT u rd Ootzniver, O.J., and Danman, J.) said that they 
informed by the Master that, after the passing of the Promissory 
Act, the question of s the roll had been bronght to the 
of Cockburn, C.J., and he considered it was no longer necessary. In 
opinion their lordships concurred. The signing of the roll seemed 
have been a mere authentication of the oath which was then necessary 
be taken. And when the oath was abolished the signing became un- 
- Moreover, the power of calling to the bar of England was in 
of the Inns of Court ; and when a person had been called to the 
bar by an Inn of Court, his admission to the bar was complete, the judges 
sudience to persons who were so called. Therefore, in any view, 
of the roll could not be considered to be a part of the ad- 
mission to the bar, and this gentleman ought, undoubtedly, to be deemed 
have boen admitted as a barrister in this court. 
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BANKRUPTCY CASES, 
Ez parte LINDSEY, Re BATES—Q. B. Div., 8th June. 


Baxxevrrcy Norice — Sray or Execution — Iwrerrieaper Onper — 
Fosat Derecrs—Bawxrvrtcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sun-section 1 (ce). 


This was an appea! from a decision of the registrar of the Banbury 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. : 





County Court re © ee 
judgment on which such ptcy notice was issued had been stayed. 
Section 4, sub-section (1), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides that a 


debtor commits an act of bankruptcy (g) if a creditor has obtained a final 
judgment against him for any amount, ‘‘and exécution thereon not having 
been stayed,” has served on him a bankruptcy notice, with the terms of 
which the debtor fails to comply. In yrs case judgment was 
recovered against the debtor on January 14, 1887, for the sumof £446. A 
Ji. fa. was issued, and the sheriff —— to seize, but ee was 
claimed by a third party. The sheriff interpleaded, and by the inter- 
pleader order, w payment of £20 into court by the claimant, the 
sheriff was directed to withdraw. A bankruptcy notice was subsequently 
issued against the debtor, but was set aside by the registrar on the ground 
that what had taken place operated as a stay within the meaning of 
section 4, sub-section 1 (g). The creditor now appealed, and on his behalf 
it was urged that in any event the levy was for only £20, which could not 
act as a stay of execution for £446; and if there had been other property 
in the bailiwick the sheriff might have levied on that for the balance. For 
the debtor it was argued that the present case fell within the decision 
given in Ez parte Ford (18 Q. B. D. 369). Two other points were also 
raised on the appeal (1) That the eee me notice was invalid by reason 
of the name of the creditor being omitted in the heading to it, which was 
left simply ‘* Bx parte .”? and (2) that the bankruptcy notice claimed 
the whole amount of the debt—viz., £446—whereas in any event there had 
been a stay as to £20. : 

Tue Covrr (Maruew and Cavz, JJ.), allowed the appeal with costs here 
and below. Marusw, J., said that in any event the judgment had not 
been stayed excep‘ as to £20, and it was the duty of the sheriff, if there 
had been other goods in the bailiwick, to levy for the balance. The case 
of Ex parte Ford was distinguishable. There the whole amount of the 
judgment debt had been levied ; the creditor was not in a position to issue 
another fi. fa. ; and the sheriff was not in a pusition to proceed on other 
goods. The other two objections raised on behalf of the debtor on the 
appeal appeared very much to belong to that class of formal defects which 
were met by section 143 of the Bankruptcy Act. As to the first a blank 
had been left in the title of the bankruptcy notice and the name of the 
applicant omitted. But in other respects the notice was correct. It was 
sued out by the creditor in person, and there was a complete intimation 
on the face of it as to who the creditor was. The objection was a purely 
formal one, as was also the second which was raised, that the notice 
claimed the whole amount, whereas at any rate execution had been stayed 
as to £20. No substantial injustice had been done, and it was a defect which 
the court was in any case bound to correct. Cave, J., said that care must 
be taken not to apply the somewhat strong language used in the case of 
Re Hodges (8 Ch. 204) to different circumstances in such a way as to 
make section 4, sub-section 1 (g), of no effect. In that case a debtor 
summons was taken out in the name of the secretary of a limited company, 
for a debt due to the company, and it was held that the summons was 
irregular. In the present case the proper person took the proceedings 
against the proper and in the per manner. The defect was 
little more than a clerical error, and to w such an objection to succeed 
would be mest dangerous. The clause was intended to be worked, and 
that would not be working it.—Counsg, EF. Cooper Willis, Q.0.; Beddall. 
Sorscrrons, Gamlen, Burdett, § Woodhouse ; J. Evans. 








CASES AFFECTING SULICITORS. 
Re G. CASTLE—Kay, J., 8th June. 


Practive—TaxaTION OF Cosrs—Onsecrions—Review Or Osnriricats— 
Summons—Jvnispicrion—R. 8. C., 1883, LXV., 27 (39, 41). 


An order was made that a solicitor should deliver a bill of costs and 
cash account, and that the same should be taxed without disturbing any 
settlement already made. The toning master certified that there had been 
a settlement in 1881, and that all the subsequent costs had been since 
recovered. No objections to taxation had been carried in, but the solicitor 
took out a summons to vary or discharge the certificate, on the ground 
that the master had misunderstood the order. 

Kay, J., said that the court had jurisdiction to make the order asked 
by the summons: Sparrow v. Hill (29 W. BR. 490, 705, 7 Q. B. D. 362, 8 
Q. B. D. 429) was a distinct authority that it was not necessary to carry 
in objections where the ground for reviewing the certificate went to the 
whole of the findings, and where there had been no actual taxation at all. 

On the merits his lordship dismissed the summons without costs, and 
ordered the client to pay all the costs of the reference.—Oounsst, Marten, 
Q.0., and W.D. Rawlins ; E. Beaumont, Soxtcrrons, G. Castle; Saxelby § 
Faulkner. 


BLAIR & GIRLING v. CORDNER—City of London Court, 9th June. 


a 
InrerEst on Unparw Brit or Costs—Ganerat Orper unpsr Soxicrrors 


Remuneration Act, 1881, ciavse 7. 


The action was brought by Messrs. Blair & Girling, solicitors, to recover 
from Mr. W. J. Cordner £1 1s. 2d., being interest at the rate of 4 per 
cent. on a bill of costs. The plaintiffs’ bill of costs had been sent in last 
year; an order for taxation was obtained on January 3 last, and the bill 
was taxed on March 30. The plaintiffs now claimed interest at 4 per cent. 
on the amount of the bill from one month after the time of delivery to 

yment. It was submitted that this charge was authorized by the 

uneration Order, clause 7. It was urged on behalf of the defendant 
that the taxing master’s order was that the money due on the bill should 
be paid within twenty-one daye from March 30, and that that order was 
complied with, 
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Mr. Commissioner Kurz said he thought that under the General Order 
interest could be as claimed, and he must therefore find for the 
: ca Maceiiatice to the © lis as siliettons, ny would prey cone 
of ce @ public as well as 

© Er hich oaaie, 


SOLICITOR STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
10th June—Atrezp Garpmver Hastines. 

SOLICITOR RESTORED TO THE ROLLS. 
138th June—Avevustus Henny Mavis. 


Order of 20th April, 1887 (ante, p. 411), rescinded, on rehearing, 
Ps ya Ro ig 5 Rll alii - om 





COUNTY COURT PRACTICE, 
MoHARDY v. LIPTROTT—Q. B. Div., 10th June. 


AppEaL rrom Oounry Court—Rezrusat or Country Court Jupex To ALLOW 
New Tri. 


The question in this case was whether there is an appeal from the 
tefusal of a county court judge to grant a new trial. At the trial, which 
took place before the judge of the county court of Lancashire and a jury, 
a verdict was fcund for the defendant. e plaintiff applied to the jndge 
for a new trial, on the ground of misdirection, which was refused. 
plaintiff now moved by way of appeal from that refusal. The court 
called attention to the question whether an appeal lay, and referred to 
the case of Morris v. Lowe (34 W.R. 45). On behalf of the plaintiff it 
was contended that an appeal lay, and Foster v. Green (30 L. J. Ex. 263), 
was cited in support of that contention. , 

Tur Oovrt (Lord Corsriper, 0.J., and Dznman, J.) held that there 
was no appeal. The plaintiff might have appealed to this court in the 
first instance, but he chose to take his chance of obtaining a new trial 
from the county court judge himself, and as a rule double 

peals were objectionable. There was a difference between this case and 
Pater v. Green, for there the county court judge expressly reserved leave 
to the plaintiff to move for a new trial. unsEL, G. S. Bower. Soxrci- 
tor, H. L. Riley, Warrington. 

[See Wilton v. Leeds Forge Valley Co. (32 W. R. 461). A similar decision 


was given by Day and Wits, JJ., in a case of Jacob v. Dawkes on the 
13th inst. ] 


BLACKWELL v. GREAT EASTERN LAND AND BUILDING CO.— 
Q. B. Div., 13th June. 


TransrerReD InreRPLEADER AcTion—Apprzat—Oounty Oount Ruuzs, 
1886, orp. 33, R. 10, 


This was an interpleaderaction which had been transferred to the county 
court under section 17 of the Judicature Act, 1884. The defendants 
appealed against the county court judge’s decision as to the validity of a 
bill of sale affecting the goods in question. Oounsel for the plaintiff took 
the preliminary objection that, by ord 33, r. 10, of the County Court 
Rules, 1886, an interpleader so transferred is to be tried iu such manner and 
under such conditions as may be prescribed by the order directing such 
transfer. The order in this case simply directed the action to be tried. 
It had been so tried and adjudicated upon, and no further steps could be 
taken without leave from the court which transferred the action. 

Tue Court (Day and Writs, JJ.) held that the ordinary right to appeal 
on 7 of law could not be affected by the terms of any order of transfer, 
and that the objection did not lie.—Counsen, Rose-Innes. 








On Saturday evening the Faculty of Advocates in Edinburgh dined 
— in the hall of the Parliament House in honour of the Queen’s 
Ju Among others present were the Lord Justice General Inglis, the 
Lord Provost of burgh, the Earl of Stair, and several of the of 
Session. 


In delivering judgment in a case on Tuesday, Mr. Justice Manisty said 
that the course now pursued with regard to interrogatories, 
would be ruinous to the bar, as it would drive the best business out of 
the coarts of justice. The merchants of London were so ted 


with what they had to do, and the time they had to give up if they | im 


entered into litigation, that they would not try their cases in a court of 
justice. A system had grown up which was utterly destructive to the 
administration of justice and to the interests of the bar, and the result 
had been « system of arbitration. He was speaking from information 
when he said that merchants would rather have the decision of a court of 
justice than go to arbitration, but they would not subject themselves to 
this intolerable system of being worn to death by interlocutory applica- 
tions and Ne without end. This system hed done an immense deal 
of harm to the community at large and to the merchants who 
owned that they were suffering great injustice, but would rather it 
than be subjected to such a system, He did not know whether the bar 
would take this into consideration, and exercise their common sense, 
reason, and right feeling; but if there was not a greut alteration, either 
by compulsion, or by the bar taking it into their own hands, there would be 
such a wind up as regarded the whole administration of law in civil cases 
in the City of don and Middlesex as was never yet witnessed, He 
had made these observations in the hope that they would have some 
effect. He should do his best in chambers to prevent such a system as 
that which had become almost intolerable from continuing. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


Mr. F. H. Rooke, London; 
Smail, Bedford ; Major-G 
London ; Mr. Henry m, London ; 
Mr. James Tassell, Faversham; Mr. Arn ; Mr. G. 
Brash Wheeler, London; Mr. F. T. Woolbert, London; Mr. James 
Thomas Scott, secretary, &c., &c. 

The Onarmman, in proposing the toast of ‘‘ The Queen,’’ said the toast 
dhoudl he voocivcd with: tas iene in an assembly of lawyers, not 
only because they were a constitutional , but because they regarded 
ee Geneve so Ss Seeds St nee ustice they were in the habit 


administering, and especially they 
embodyin thane repel Cad doceiatie cisties ehll toes teemanie cies 
teristics which had won for her the affection and respect of the nation. 
But in this special year, when they were celebrating the Jubilee of a most 
auspicious reign, they, as lawyers, would receive the toast with more than 
ordinary enthusiasm, for cerainly'the period covered by her Bajesty's 
reign was one which they 


had 
been preeminently a time of reform. the last fifty years the 
ranttal inwe had been the lead howe hot bone the 
rights of conscience had been recognized, the representation of the 


had been extended ; and with 
much to say that, while man: 
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every one of them had had Scoot sabia toll ee epoellin ef Ge 
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and the other members of the Royal Family.”” He then the 
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bers of that society—dealing more ly with the 

eeting here—had always been amongst the strongest and 

o Tsomparsted Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. The president 

Law Society had been prevented, quite at the last 

moment, from being here this evening. The vice-president had shewn his 

interest ee ee hem the presidents of 

and Wales, and he would associate 

. Henry Markby, Vice-President of the 

Incorporated Law Society, and Mr. H. O’Brien O’Donoghue, President of 
the Bristol Law Society. 

Mr. Manzxsy, in returning thanks, said that he much regretted the 

compulsory absence of the president of the Incorporated Law Society. 

He must confess that he felt—and he hoped it was laudable to do so—a 


ES 

Ht 
g 
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very great in occupying the position which he now did through the 
favour of his professional brethren, being as he was the vice-president of 
the In ited Law Society, and thus he not only enjoyed that honour, 
but he also the honour of returning thanks for the society ; but the 


toast might have been more worthily acknowledged by Mr. Gregory, who 
was present, and whose labours in and out of Parliament in the cause of 
his profession would never be forgotten. Or he might instance the chair- 
man of the evening, who, had it been possible for to respond, would 
have been, he was sure, most welcome to them, and whose assiduous and 
able labours when he was president of the rated Law Society 
would never be forgotten by those who had the pleasure of being members 
of the council when he occupied that position. Speaking as a member of 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, he (Mr. Markby) was not 
there to express any doubt that success had not attended their efforts. 
the reason was not far to seek. They had endeavoured to move in 
harmony with the wants and requirements of the public whilst they had 
the interests of the profession to which they had the 
honour to belong. That profession was a laborious one. Its members 
had ker f grave interests confided to their care, and they worked under a 
bility. But following, as he believed, the traditions 
of the society, and accepting the mandate which they understood they had 
received from the members, the council did not put the interests of solici- 
tors in the forefront, but they tried to look at questions all round and to 
it themselves tc the requirements of the public. And in this they 
and, indeed, he might say they believed, they had not failed. 
With regard to the useful association on whose account they had met to- 
wight, he could say it was a most excellent association, and he might be, 
ee ee to refer to one instance of its usefulness in the case of 
a of his own who had begun life as a country solicitor, being 
a member of a wealthy family and having every advantage. But disaster 
had come upon him, and he had died, leaving a widow and one child totally 
unprovided for. He (Mr. Markby) had applied to the association, and he 
was happy to say help had most liberally been afforded, and the result of 
that ce at a very critical period was that the daughter was enabled 
to continue her education, and had since, to a great extent, been the means 
of her succeeding in obtaining a very honourable position, and of being 
able to su herself and her mother. 

Mr. O’B. O’Donocuvr replied on behalf of the provincial law societies. 
He said that the solicitors from the country on the present occa- 
sion, to look at the association under very favourable circumstances. 
Their hearts had been cheered, their hands had been warmly shaken, 
and they had all experienced the very general hospitality which had 
been extended to them by the London solicitors. They therefore ought 
to have their hearts open, and they ought favourably and heartily to 
acknowledge the claims of this benevolent association upon their atten- 
tion. Beyond looking at it from that point of view they must be aware 
that there had been many of their professional brethren in the provinces 
— |g ee with the gentleman of whom Mr. Markby had spoken. 

(Mr. O’Donoghue) had more than one instance in his own mind 
where the association had stepped forward readily, liberally, and without 
any ostentation to give a helping hand to those who so much needed 
it. He had for many years felt a great interest in the association, and 
he would be only too glad if solicitors in the West of England more 
—, entered into its proceedings. There was a time when the meet- 
ings of the association were more frequently held in the country, and he 
thought this was of advantage to it. In thinking of this country solici- 
tors must also think of the present occasion when they had an opportunity 
of being heard, and he regretted that, owing to the enormous p ions 
of the hall at which the ey banquets Se ah it — difficult for the 

express great gratitude they felt, and they must 

express their strong sense of the noble hospitality which had been ex- 
tended to them sinze they came to London. He was very glad to be 
able to make himself heard and to express the very warm feelings of 
friendship and gratitude which they from the country felt with regard 
to the per hospitality, the cordial attention, and the very strong 
had expressed to make them all welcome and com- 

fortable. They could not but feel that they had been drawn into closer 
intercourse with London by this event, and he would again venture to 
to the London solicitors the warmest acknowledgments of their 
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in the character of a gar, and I am not going to 
eympathies on behalf of this most deserving charity, 
for I take it that the mere fact of your presence here to-night proves that 
the charity as one with which we ought all to be in active and 

what I propose to do is, without attempting to 
make a set speech, to lay before you a few facts which have been supplied 
te me by our excellent secretary with the view, if possible, of 


ucing 


: 





you to see that the future 


of this association depends 
oe ee in th 


association was founded 


I think in the second year of its existence 


day of very small > 
like £10 in charity. Now, after nearly bag. 
property, 


it expended 
— existence, it has something like £46,000 
have think  wieciy, doterained that thay will not, ot rate at t, 
ve, It very J» /atany rere 
seek for any further accumulatfon of the capital fund, but will distribute 
the whole income derived from the interest of this fund and from the 
annual donations and subscriptions in ting relief. And they have 
gone further. For many years they have not limited the exercise of 
their benevolence to members of the association or to members’ families, 
but have gone outside, and have distributed their funds amongst the 
needy members of the profession generally, so generally, in fact, I may 
say that I believe there are only two counties in England and Wales 
which have not participated in the advantages of this excellent charity. 
I need hardly, I am sure, represent to you that, amongst such a numerous 
sehecrion os cam, Siete ene aamen 5 Re 0 neues ee Se 
and want fall upon solicitors and upon their families without 
any blame being attached to themselves. I have had furnished me by the 
ee See oe oe really heart-breaking cases which have come 
before the committee, and to the wants of which they have been enabled 
to a certain extent to contribute and alleviate. I do not know that I 
should do much good reading these cases to you. You can almost 
imagine them for yourselves. There must always be numerous cases in 
which sudden death, or long illness, or change of conditions in the 
locality in which a solicitor may be living, or disappointments in business, 
or the hard times through which we in common with the rest of the 
community have been passing, which are sufficient to bring a certain 
number of our professional brethren into very low circumstances, and at 
the same time that it is a privilege to those of thus who have been suc- 
cessful, it is also our duty to help to alleviate the troubles of those who 
in the battle of life have been somewhat less fortunate than ourselves. 
The utility of our society is very much limited by the amount of its 
subscriptions, which I du not think are adequate to the number and 
to the wealth of our profession generally. And what I want to impress 
upon you to-night is the importance of each one of us a in 
own circle and amcngs+ his own friends to obtain an imitation of his 
own example in contributing to the funds of this society. I told you I 
did not intend to come before you as a beggar from yourselves, but I do 
beg of you that this influence of each of you may be exercised on behalf 
of the association. The toast which I have proposed I am now going to 
ask you to drink, and I do sincerely hope that you will not drink it merel 
as an expression of a sentimental charity, but that you will all feel that it 
pledges you to do something yourselves to _— the interests and the 
welfare of this association. I have great pleasure in proposing the health 
of ‘‘ The Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, and may prosperity continue 
to attend it,’” and I do hope and trust that what I have said may lead to 
some individual effort on the of those who are present to extend its 
usefulness and to increase its income. : 

The health was druvk upstanding and with three hearty cheers. 

The secretary (Mr. J. T. Scorr) read a list of subscriptions and dona- 
tions amounting to £1,200, amongst which were the following :—The 
Chairman, £105 ; Mr. N. T. Lawrence, £50; Mr. F. L. Hutchins, £21; 
Mr. G. B. Batchelor, £21; the Sussex Law Society, £21; the Yorkshire 
Law Society, £20; the Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Law Society, 
£10 10s. ; the Shropshire Law Society, £10 10s. ; the Herefordshire Law 
Society, £10 10s.; and the Anglesea and Oarnarvonshire Law Society, 
£5 58. 


Mr. G. B. Grecory proposed the health of the Chairman, observing 
that his presence there was amply justified by the result which had been 
_— to them of «oP sense pe ny the ee He ae 

r ) had had the honour of presi at its anniversary meeting 
youn Gaui, his effects hed been by no means so successful as had been the 
chairman’s this evening. He could conceive, therefore, the energy, the 
devotion, the self-abnegation, the constant trouble, and the labour which 
the chairman had dedicated to their service upon the present occasion, 
for it was no ordinary thing to raise £1,200, and it required great exer- 
tions to get such asum. He congratulated the chairman most heartily 
upon the meeting, and he congratulated the meeting most heartily in 
having such a chairman, not only one who had effected such a contribu- 
tion to the funds, but one who had added so considerably to the geniality 
of the evening. 

The toast was received with great cordiality and loud cheering. 

The Cuareman, in neneing Sa assured them that when the com- 
mittee selected him to p e he had felt it a very great honour and 
pleasure. He felt it a great honour because he had been preceded in the 
chair by a line of distinguished men who had 
with great ty, and it was a oo) sac ow becsuse he was entirely at 
one with the excellent charity w' ey had met together to celebrate, 
great privilege to him to have been able in any 


J. Awpznson Ross submitted the toast of ‘The Visitors.” He 


of funded 





the country had done for them in times past, and if they could draw 
Cogstoee fa 5 Soon he honiuney Wake, St eee steeee eae 
tors for twenty years past from all parts of England and give it out 
to their visitors they might think they had done well. At a time 
w ogy he ae ght ad pe hechoad yp taben gs pee Age 
tor to build churches in all of 
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they had been built to find them organs or for the it 
was difficult to at a charity dinner. Butif there ever had a 
ow a a eo knew it not. The of the solicitor was a 
most it one to pursue, a most t one to acquire in anything 


in 

like and one in which many men went down in the 
of And if men would join the committee of 
the tales of grief which came before them then they would know what 
functions it was performing in saving the desperate, the desolate, and 
the oppressed from distress, misery, despair, and death. And men who 
had succeeded should be generous to those who had been less fortunate. 
They were delighted to see their friends the visitors here to-night 
supporting one of the best of such associations. 

ir. J. 8. Purcert (Registrar of the Joint-Stock Companies and editor 
of the ‘‘ Law List ’’) having suitably replied, the proceedings terminated. 

During the evening glees and part- were very admirably rendered 
by Master Humm, Mr. J. A. Brown, Mr. W. Coates, Mr. O. Beckett, and 
Mr. Winn, under the direction of Mr. Coates. Mr. Harradine was the 
toastmaster. 








COSTS UNDER THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


Mr. C. Forrzscuz Brricxpate has addressed the following letter to the 
Times:—I venture to submit herewith a table of figures illustrating a 
point of some importance which has been made the subject of very vague 
and very varied conjectures—namely, the real clear cal difference in 
expense to the land owner that may be expected to result from the 
adoption of the new system, after the primary registration of the land has 
once been effected. 

The contents of the columns of the table are made up as follows :— 

Col. 1. Supposed values of estates being dealt with on the register. 

Col. 2. A.—The office fee for registration of a sale (as charged in the 
wesent registry) and the expenses of the necessary declaration of 
dentity, including 2s. 6d. paid to the Inland Revenue. B.—The 
maximum fee chargeable for insurance under the proposed enactment. 
0.—The total of these two. This total shows the entire expense to both 
parties when the business is conducted without professional help. The 
Australian experience abundsntly shews that every transfer and ae 
of an entire holding can be thus conducted by any person of average - 
ness capacity, and the English e ience is sim as far as it has gone. 

Col. 3.—A. The amounts payable for professional help, according to a 
scale of fees for conducting transfers on sales in the present land registry 
which has been issued and acted upon by a high-class firm of solicitors for 
a considerable time. B.—The total to which the entire expense would 
thus be brought up. 

Col. 4. The fees chargeable (to vendor and purchaser together) for a 
sale of unregistered land under the present private practice. 
































i : 2 3 4 

A B ») A B Pres- 

Vilas, of Office. | Insur- | Total. || Solici- | Total. | sent 

° ce. tor. Costs. 
| £04) £26.4.| 28.4. £ 8. 2s. 4. £ 

Under £100... | 12 6) 4 2 | 16 8 23 218 8 6 
2100 to £300 12 6) 12 6| 150 8 8 480 10 
Ok eee 12 6 1 om 113 4 3 3 416 4 15 
1,000..." on. sc} 1226} 218] 2149 5 5| 719 21) 80 
£3,000... 14 6| 650] 716 8 8! 696 70 
£10,000 | 4 10 6 | 2016 8| 2 7 2 1010| 38217 2|| 140 
£50,000 510 6/104 8 4 | 109 18 10 8110} 141 310|| 340 








It is possible that the above fees for very small transactions may be 
still further reduced. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Orpzr or Covrr. 


Tuesday, the 14th day of June, 1887. 
Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
ote, J jertien North, = Justice ber ice Ae and Mr. Justice Kekewich 
respectively, it ient that a portion of the causes assigned to Mr. 
Justice Ohitt , Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice Stirling should for the 
purpose only of hearing or of trial be transferred to Mr. Justice Kekewich ; 
Now I, the Right Honourable Hardinge a Baron pores: ( Lord 
h Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the causes 
and matters set forth in the schedules hereto be accordingly transferred 
from the said Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice 
Stirling to Mr. Justice Kekewich, for the pu only of hi or of 
trial, and be marked in the cause books ly. And this is to 
drawn up by the rogatrar and sot up in the several oles of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice. 


Finest Scuepvuns. 
From Mr. Justice Ourrry (witness actions). 


1886. 
A G Kurtz & Oo v Peter Spence & Sons 1886 K 1,824 July 27 
Brinton v Howlett, Glading v iointes 1886 B 1 Dec 


887. 
Union Bank of London vy Munster 1886 U 668 Feb3 


Sanguinetti vGaut 1886 8S 4.117 Febl4 
Cave v Harris, Harrisv Cave 1886 © 2,486 Feb14 ; 
Cory v Roach 1886 © 1,471 Feb17 

Cane v Hind 1886 © Feb 23 i 
Poole v Pickering 1886 2,832 Feb 26 
In re Ayres, dec., Wright v Ayres 1886 A 
Coote v Ingram 1886 © Mar 


Harvey v Corpe & anr 1885 Mar 
Nicolo v Royal Aquarium, &c. ew 1886 
In re Brown, dec, Brown v Brown 1886 B 
Winn v Aldred 1886 W 2,649 
ee ae 1886 41 
Stuart v right 1886 8 3,052 
Andrade v 1886 A 749 
Hawkins v Barron 1886 A 904 
Raffalovich & Co v Im Bank, ld 1883 
In re J decd, v Knee 1886 


1 , 12 
Weaverg a fry mong: bg hw 1886 W 3,653 Mar 19 
Inte Kearsley, dood, “Knasesborvagh end Glare Banking Oo v Kearsley 
n re ey, v 
1886 K 703 Mar 22 


Prior v Edwards 1836 P 1 
Craven Bank, ld vy Preston 1 
Sharp v Wilmot 1886 8 1 


Szconp Scuxpvute. 
sFrom Mr. Justice Lea (witness actions). 


Pashley v Chapman 1885 P 3,104 Aug7 
Price v Simmons 1885 L 598 Nov 18 

Malcolm v Cresswell 1886 C 1,120 Nov 22 
Jaynes v The Queen 1885 J 1,046 Decl0 


1887. 
Re Gaulard and Gibbs Patent (4,362) Petition Jan 11 
Albo-Carbon Light Co ldv J Kidd & Co 1886 A 859 Jan 29 
Morrice v Lee 1886 M 1,188 Feb & 
Cleaver v Bacon 1886 O 4,391 Feb 
Foster v Cliffen, Oliffen v Foster 1886 F 1,885 Feb 8 
Goswell vy Bishop 1886 G 1,265 Feb8 
Frapwell v Dennis 1886 F 


Wier 


w 3 
Davies vy Davies 1885 D 1,938 Mar 
aot © Doreen 1886 S 469 Maré 
Schadler v Adkins 1 8 3,973 Mar7 
Stanford v Hassall 1886 8 617 aon? 


1 
Furber v Best 1886 F 1,123 Decl4 
1887 


Best v Furber 1886 B 3,519 Mar 10 
Tn re Shortridge & re Salmon v Wallis 1886 8S 773 Marl0 
Crampton v Suete & Main 1886 © 4,085 Mar 12 
Codringley v The Alliance Soc 1886 © 1,185 March14 

vaston 


Woolf v Stafford 1 W 2,029 

i Lutes 0450 we 
re , Fenton ¥ 

Bodger v Lewis 1886 B 2,896 Mar 28 

Salaman vingle 1887 8S 409 Mar 28 


Tarp Scuxpvurz. 
srmumberabpemnedtes  yhveinper dae -y 


Elwyn vy Baldock 1886 E 1,300 Jan 24 
In re Paine, Paine v Paine, Paine v Paine 1886 P 1,122 Jan 26 
Birmingham, Dudley, &e, Banking Co, Id, v Ross, jun 1886 B 3,791 


Jan 


Eves v Eves 1 . > 8,971 Febl ae) 8 480 Reba 
Sanitas » v Condy 1886 

Brooks & Co v wall, Folew, & Oo hee B 1,440 Feb10 
Henderson v Gas Appliances Co, 1d 1886 Ht 1,232 Feb 18 
Moore v Tylee 1 M 1, Feb 19 

Maybury v Williams 1886 M 1,733 Feb 23 

Stevens v Davis 1886 8 3,058 Feb 24 
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London, Edinburgh, &c, Assurance Co, 1d, vHorne 1885 L 2,863 Feb 25 
O’Brien v Mansell 1886 © 274 Feb 28 
Morewood v Smith 1886 M 430 Marl 
Brodrick v Blackwood & Co 1886 B 5,265 Mar 2 
Smith v Grenfell 1886 S 5.075 Mar2 
Share v Parkes 1886 §S 3,944 Mar 3 
Flick v Haggard 1887 F 1 Mar4 
Bancroft v Foster 1886 B 4,103 Mar 9 
Bancroft v Baker 1886 B 4,027 Mar9 
In re J Miller, Miller v Leach 1886 M 3,111 Mar15 
Morewood & Go ld v Dunn & ors 1886 M 64 Mar 16 
Hancock v Moore, Moore v Hancock 1884 H 3,848 Mar 18 
Peden v Tolputt 1886 P 2,755 Mar 22 
Cox v Pardon & Sons 1886 © 5,040 Mar 24 
Stedman v Williams 1886 S 3,916 Mar 31 
Boston Sea Fishing & Ice Cold vy Ansell 1886 B 4,746 Mar 31 
Hesketh v Holland 1886 H 8,024 April 5 
Infield v Martin 1887 I 18 April5 
Hatssvury, O. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Howarp Samvet Winer, solicitor, of 37, Lime-street, and 
Lewisham, died at his residence, 48, Dartmouth-road, Forest-hill, on the 
28th ult. Mr. Winnett was the second son of Mr. William Winnett, 
of Gravesend, and was born in 1850. He served his articles with his 
brother-in-law, Mr. William Eley, and he was admitted a solicitor in 
1873. He formerly practised in Fenchurch-street, but he subsequently 
removed to Lime-street. In 1881 Mr. Winnett was appointed clerk and 
solicitor to the Lewisham District Board of Works, and he held that office 
till his death. He was also clerk to the Lewisham Public Baths Com- 
missioners. Mr. Winnett was married to the daughter of Mr. Hutten, of 
Gravesend. He was buried at Norwood Cemetery on the 3rd inst. 


Mr. Roszrr Dawson Mayne, barrister, died suddenly at Port of Spain, 
Trinidad, on the 10th inst., from disease of the heart. Mr. Mayne was 
the second son of Sir Richard Mayne, K.:C.B., many years Chief Com- 
missioner of the Metropolitan Police. He was born in 1845, and he was 
educated at Balliol CoJlege, Oxford. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in Hilary Term, 1869, and he practised for a few years on the Home 
bear 4 He was 43 some time chief magistrate at the Gambia, and 

ut five years ago he was appointed stipendiary magistrate at Port of 
Spain, Trinidad. 


’ 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Atrrep Kincpon, Solicitor-General of British Guiana, bas been 
ae to officiate as Attorney-General of that colony. Mr. Kingdon 
is the third son of the late Mr. Thomas Kingdon Kingdon, Q.C., and was 
born in 1854. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in July, 1878, 
and he formerly practised on the Western Circuit. He was appointed 
Solicitor-General of British Guiana about a year ago, having previously 
acted as Attorney-General of St. Vincent. 


* Mr. Huwny Krmexz, barrister, has been appointed to act asa Puisne Jud, 
for the colony of British Guiana. Mr. Kirke is the only son of Mr. 

Kirke, of Chapel-en-Frith, Derbyshire, and was porn in 1842. He 
was educated at Wadham College, Oxford, where he graduated second 
class in Law and Modern History in 1863, and he was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1868. He was formerly a member of 
the Midland Circuit, and he was appointed a stipendiary magistrate in 
British Guiana in 1872. 


Mr. Wri11uam Szarex Fisuzr, solicitor, of Wirksworth, has been ap- 


ted a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
udicature. 


Mr. Joun_ Epwarps Brexert, solicitor, of Workington, has been ap- 
yous a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 


Mr. W. E. Grzzenwe21t, solicitor, has been a 
and Income Tax Commissioners for St. Maryle 
late Mr. John Charles Burgoyne. 


Mr. F. W. Cuant Hoxnow, solicitor (of the firm of Rundle & Hobrow), 


of 80, Coleman-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner to ad- 
minister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature in England. 


Mr. Cuantes Exxest Harrison, LL.M. Cantab., solicitor (of the firm of 
Harrison & Robinson), of 5, Chancery-lane, London, has been appointed 
e@ Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of J eileaate. 


PARTNERSHIPS DISSOLVED. 
Farprnicx Gzoncr & Benrnam A. Tarior, solicitors (Frederick George 
& Taylor), 352, Strand, London. May 31. 
Epwanp Sweetinc and Gzonczr Herzert Braver, solicitors (Sweeting 
& Bradley), 6, Great James-street, Bedford-row. June 3. 
Gazette, Jane 10. 
Onantzs Epwarp Brat snd Purr vz Sornzs, solicitors & De 


inted Clerk to the Land 
e in succession to the 


said Charles Edward Beal will continue the business at No. 30, Regent 
street aforesaid. 

Joun Lovett Hamsuaw aud Hersert Wui114m Sransvry, solicitors 
(Hamshaw & Stanbury), Hanley and Stone. June 8. [Gazette, June 14.] 


GENERAL, 


A meeting of all the judges of the my Court was held on Thursday 
in Lord Coleridge’s Room at the Royal Courts. 


Probate has been ted of the will, dated June 19, 1886, of the Right 
Hon. Sir — Mellor, whose personal estate has been declared at 
£97,071 68. 5d. 


Great a, open are understood to be in pro for the “‘ Masque,” 
which is to ven at Gray’s-inn on the 7th of July next, in commemora- 
tion of the Jubilee year. 


T. H. H. writes, with regard to the Law Society's ball :—‘‘ You speak o 
‘the laments of certain unhappy men who had to go away without their 
hats and coats, of which, however, they obtained jon on the follow- 
ing morning.’ Would that my lamentations ended thus happily, for 
up to the present moment I have been unable to obtain possession of my 
property—to wit, an opera hat, conspicuously yea my initials. If the 
‘ gentleman’ who at present retains the above should chance to read your 
paper, it may serve to remind him to return my good hat to bal 
from whence he took it. It is not my intention te offer him a reward.” 


At an inquest held at Tunstall, Staffordshire, over which Mr. John Booth, 
coroner for the county, presided, the jury returned the following verdict : 
—‘ That George Wright met with his death accidentally, but that a stricter 
supervision by the responsible managers was wanting.”” The coroner 
prepared the inquisition, omitting the latter clause, but the jury 
declined to sign it, and were bound over to appear at the next. assizes. 
It is stated that during the proceedings one juryman threatened to lock 
the coroner in the room and compel him to listen to their arguments, 
which he positively declined to do. 


A banquet in celebration of the Queen’s Jubilee was given at the Middle 
Temple on Wednesday evening. The Princeof Wales, as treasurer of the 
inn, presided, and Prince Albert Victor and the Duke of Cambridge were 
also present. Among the other guests were the Archbishop of Uanter- 
bury, the Lord Chancellor, the Marquis of Hartington, Earl Granville, 
K.G., Lord we a “a 9 Ley of H. rant eg Lord of 
the Treasury), Mr. Jo t, M.P., tzJames Stephen (Treasurer 
of the Hon. Society of the Inner Temple), the Lord Advocate, the Presi- 
dent of the Royal Academy, and the Attorney-General. The tables were 
lavishly decorated, the hall was lighted with the electric light, and the 
band of the Inns of Court Volunteers was stationed in the gallery. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURKE., 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date APPEAL CouRT APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
” No. 1. No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Mon., June 20 Mr. Jackson Mr. Godfrey Mr, Clowes Mr. King 
Tuesday ... 21 Koe Leach Pemberton Ward 
Wednesday 22 Carrington Godfrey Clowes King 
Thursday .. 23 Lavie Leach Pemberton Ward 
MA Clowes King 
Pemberton Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
G. KEKEWICH. 
I = Mr. Pugh Mr. Koe 
Tu - arrington Beal Jackson 
Thavode is Fe Carrington 4 Jn ~a 
r Ps setasaowintihonianlis ackson 
TERME - srscnoceecerencesvocnsee 24 Lavie Buen Koe 
Saturday - 25 Carrington Jackson 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1887. 
(Continued from p. 547.) 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION oie or, AND DIVORCE), 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE D STANNARIES COURTS. 

In re by am’s Settlement Markby v Tyringham app of dft W F 
Hig 4 acr from of Mr Justice Kay, dated 22 Feb, 1887, on sumns 


Cobb & Co v Woodward app of Thomes Fost from refusal of Mr Justice Stirling 

to vary Chief Clerk’s Certificate, dated 4 March, 1987 March 26 

Burr v Wimbledon Local Board app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice K ekewich, 

Humphersen's Gyer app ef df from jagt of Me Justite Kekowich, dated 7 
um Vv er 0 om j . r Justice e. a 
Marob, 1887 March 26 ‘ 


In re Robert Stewart, dec Clarke, Bart v Sandford app of F Sandford & aur 
from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 1 March, 1887 march 26 

In re Thos Clarke, dec Coombe v Carter app of dit from jdgt of Mr Justice 
Kay, dated 26 February, 1887 March 29 

Gooding v Wiltshire of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 2 


M 1887 March 
In re E M Machan, dec Hogarthvy Machan app of pit M A Dobson from re- 





Boyres), 30, Regent-street, Waterloo-place, London. March 31. The | 


March 30 


fasel of Mr Justice North to vary Chief Clerk’s Certificate, dated 3 Feb, 1887 





— eS 


~~ SS =. 4 = Olle 


r= 








Right 
d at 


que,”” 
mora- 


eak o 
; their 
llow- 


ly, for 


of my 
If the 
i your 
place 
ps 

Booth, 
rdict : 
tricter 
oroner 
) jury 
ssizes. 
o lock 
ments, 


Middle 
- of the 
e Were 
Janter- 
anville, 
ord of 
easurer 

Presi- 
es were 
nd the 


ustice 
TTY. 

"4 

rd 

g 

rd 

reg 

rd 


justice 
SWICH. 


e 
:kson 
e 


:kson 


‘kson 


1VORCE 
VORCE), 
LTS. 

fdit W F 
on sumns 
ce Stirling 
K ekewich, 
1, dated 7 
ord & aur 
Mr Justice 


1, dated 2 


1 from re- 
Feb, 1887 


June 18, 1887, 


_THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








Brough & atr (on behalf, &c) v Dando, trading, &> app of T V Gurney from 
ed = Mr : astice Chitty to vary Chief Clerk's Certificate, dated 10 March, 
1887 arch 31 

Davies Bros & Co v Davies app of dft from jdgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
14 March, 1887 April 2 

In re R C Leigh, late an Infant, now of age, and Infants’ Settlement Act. 18 & 
19 Victc43 Leigh v Leigh app of aft RC from order of Mr Justice 
Kay, dated 1 April, 1887, directing Settlement on Marriage April 4 

Sag S SATS © Ee ant Reviews & app of pit from jdgt of Mr Justice 

ekewicb, dated 13 Jan, 1887 April 6 

Franklin Hocking & Cold v Fravklin Hocking app cf dft from jdgt of Mr 

Justice Kekewich, dated 5 April, 1887 April 7 


Bird y baieow app of pit from jdgt of Mr Justice Kay, dated 7 March, 1887 
Apri 

In rs Fitzgerald’s Settled Estates Fitzgerald v White spp of pit from order of 
Mr Justice North, dated 21 Merch, 1887 April 1 

Wadge v Garrold app of aft T W Gerrold from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewiuh, 
dated 2 March, 1887 April 16 

In re Mary Smyth, dec Crotch vy Bishop app of dfts Emily deJ Bishop & ors 
from judgt of Mr Justice Kay, dated 15 February, 1887 April 16 

Pye Past v aay app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 24 March, 

April 20 

In re The Mount Morgan (West) Gold Mine ld & Co’s Act, 1862 Expte Stephen 
H West app of the Co from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 5 April, 187 
directing removal from register April 21 

Tennant v The Swansea Harbour Trustees “pp of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated 24 February, 1887 April 2: 

In re Joseph Sporle, dec. Sporle v Thurston “pp of dft Jas Thurston from 
judgt of V C Bacon, dated 19 April, 1887 April 25 

In re W. Sherwood, dec Metcalf v Sherwood app of dft from judgt of Mr. 
Justice North, dated 25 May, 1887 April 28 

In re the Missouri Estates Ry & Iron Co ld & Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1880 Expte 
T L Robinson app of T L Robinson from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
19 March, 1887 April 29 

In re Wm Hendereon, dec Nouvion v Freeman app of dfts from judgt of Mr 
Justice North, dated 21 April, 1887 May 2 

In re W Sainsbury, dec Sainsbury v lins app of dfts from jadgt of Mr 
Justice North, dated 16 March, 1887 May 4 

The Metropolitana District Ry Co v The Metropolitan District Joint Committee 
Fagg pt Co app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 

ay, 1887 y4 

The Metropolitan District Ry Co v The pitcecine Ry Co app of dfts from 
judgt of Mr Justice North, dated 16 July, 1 May 5 

Monit v Victoria Rubber Co appof dfts from judgtof Mr Justice Chitty, 
dated 26 April, 1887 May 9 

In re B Westall, dec West vy Westall app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Stirling, dated 29 Apri!, 1887, on originating sumns May 17 

Hall vy Ewin app of aft John Ewin from jadgt of Mr Justice Kekawich, dated 3 
May, 1887 May 19 

Tucker v Bennett app of dft William Bennett from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated 29 Jan, 1887 May 21 

In re Brankeea Island Co, ld, & Co's Acts appof Rt Hon GAF Bentinck, 
MP, from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 5 April, disallowing items in his 
claim as creditor May 23 

In re Branksea Island Co ld & Co’s Acts app of Rt Hon G A F Bentinck, M.P. 
and Sir H. Drummond Wolff from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 19 April, 
varying Chief Clerk’s certificate of contributories May 23 

In re T J Milne, dec Grant v Heysham (construction) app of pit and deft 
from judgt dated 29 April, 1889 May 25 

Evans v Benyon app of deft Richard Benyon from judgt of Mr Justice Kay 
dated May 5,1887 June 1 ; 

Appeals from the County Palatine Court of Lancaster. 
From Interlocutory Orders. 
1886. 

In re Thos Etty, Gent, one, &o, and In re Toxteth Brewery Co & Co's Acts 
and Chancery Lancaster Acts app of liquidator from refusal of Vice-Chancellor 
to direct account and payment of assets in hands of solicitor Oct 4 (SO till 
Bills taxed) 





From Final Orders and Judgments. 
1887. 


White v agi app of pit from jadgt of the Vice-Chancello-, dated 11 Jan, 
1887 Feb 21 

Knowles v Heathoote app of pit from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 
24 Jan, 1887 Feb 23 

Proctor v Bennis app of pit from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 28 Feb, 
1887 March 12 

Proctor v Bennis & ors app of dft Edward Bennis from judgt of the Vice-Chan- 
cxllor, dated 28 Feb, 1887 April 4 

In re Old Swan and West Derby Permanent Bldg S10 & Co's Acts 1862-7, Wm 
IV o 32, Land Acts 1850-4 app of W Evatt from order of the Vice-Chancellor, 
dated 14 March, dismissing petition he oy a 

ey v — app of pit from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 28 Feb, 

887 April 

The Southport & West Lancashire Banking Co v Thompson app of pits fiom 
jdgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 16 Maroh, 1887 April 16 

In re W Swift, dec McEvoy v Tickle app of dfs M A Phillips from order of 
the Vice-Chancellor, dated 24 Feb on petition April 16 

In re W Carruthers, deo Carruthers v Carruthers app of pit from refusal of the 
Vice-Chancellor, dated 5 April, to vary Registrar’s certificate April 27 

N.B.—The County Palatine Appeals as the dates of setting down are reached in 
the General and Separate Lists are eet and taken on the first Thursday 
in every Sitting, and afterwards on the first Tharsday in the following months 
during the Sittings. 


N.B.—During Trinity Sittings Palatine Appeals (if reached) will be taken 
on the following a vis :— ty 
hureday, June 9, 
Thursday, Jaly 7, 
Thursday, Aug. 4. 


a 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chancery Division. 
Separate List. 
1887. 
from refusal of Mr Justice North to direct produo- 


tion 14, 1880 

Parker vy Bingham of TBD Biggin form Be Jeitips Hort eateteg 
he int te, Gutee Paper Mille Co. Mh. app of pits from 

Walsh (' as Walsh Bros) v . app . 


order of Mr Justice Ni dated April 
May 17 iss 


an infant Walter v Walter app of Mary Grace Walter 
refusal of Mr Justice Chitty, dated May 13, to direct payment of costs, 
amend order, and extend time for appealing 
Cobb & Co v Woodward Cobb & Co v Creery (Trustee, &c) eppof Thomas Foat 
from sofier of, Me Seat SYS Trey May 6, directing to attorn tenant to 
receiver May 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND yaeare DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 

WCD Esdaile & anr v Assessment Committee of the City of London Union 
(Q B Crown Side) of City of London Union from Justices Mathew and 
Cave affirming order of General Assessment Sessions March 29 

a ab ope t pls Oot De of Mr Justice Wills at trial at Monmouth 
without a jury Marc 

The Adelphi Bank, Id, v The Halifax Sugar Co, 1d of pit from 
Tatioos Day d Wills treating eatry ot dt fr detta—acton tried by Mr 

ustice Cave at Liverpool with a jury March ; 
gy henge aur a et a from judgt of Lord Justice Lopes at trial in 
ii aj A 

Banister Clif sae ot éette from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial in Mid- 
dierex A 

J & anr v Williams, Gittins, & anr (garnishees) app of defts from judgt 
“of Mr McIntyre, Q.C., sitting as Commissioner after trial at Welsnpool 


April 6 

he &o, of th of Merchants of the Staple of England 

Tee Peres “oop of pee heal enlie of Veale Day and Wills on mota after 
trial before Baron Pollock conercing Jenve to, move et The Mayor 
pe ge don a of England v The of England app of dftse from same 
order 


i 
Great Northern, & Co v Kennedy & anr app of dft from judgt of Mr Justics 
Field at trial in pean Tang 4 13 
yee Contract ae yh 
stated by Commissioners 


[ 
? 
f 


adgt of Mr Justice Field at trial in 
from judgt of Mr Justice Cave at trial in Middlesex 


il 
The Hire Purchase Faraahing Co ld v Richens & anr app of dfte from judgt of 
Mr Justice tn Wtsdloees withows 8 Jey 29 
Langley v Davies app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice ils at trial with a jury 


The Real and Personal Advance Co ld v D J Clears (Q B Crown Side) app of 

nt om jodgo th Lor Chit Sue aod Mr Suace Ais Sth a 

rt affirming nonsuit y. 

Wiad Sve dineg ney of) eB May Bn ne equa 
ive 


tee] 
3 
3 
i 
$3 
a2 & 
es & 
ij 


Bertie Mtaeecy aprot plt from jadgt of Mr Justice Stephon at trial in Auiddle. 
Whitaber& ant ana app of it from dg af the Lond hla sin ad 
Me coven A | Cee hie are 

Ginsburg v endall “app of ett from jadgt of Mr Sustico Hawkins for Mr 
Pee arya) y Alles acp of pita from judge of Me Jastico Mathew at 
arr Hh niecod, & Oo ¢ Tiss Met ont ent ome app of taht 


a c 
T P Hilcoat from judgt of Mr Justice A L Smith at trial in Middlesex without 


j Junel 
Phitb; and Wife v © T Brock & Co app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham at trial in Middlesex with a jary Janel 


FROM PROBATB, DIVO & ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 
* (ADMIKALY). 


blaahaa — \eaneeanpn 
General Pel (damage) Owners of » St Elmo and her v Netherlands 
Soe ie Btouua Nevigation Oo 1d app of dite from jdgt of the dated 


Deo 16, 1886 Jan 12 
Sardini JT & Owners of the Sardinian app 
sis ago te Pra dt Dae 91 FO ag 
ber and freight app of pits from jdgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated Jan 16, 


Ship Banshee (damage) City of Dublin Steam Packet Co v London & N W Ry 


— 
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Seen 
Rhee 
Co (owners of Banshee) app of pits from jdgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated Feb 
;. pp of p jdgt , 


Ship Mary Lobden (damage) Owners of G M B v Owners of the Mere 
app of pits from judgt of Mr Justics Butt, dated March 11, 1887 


16 
allejo (damage) Owners of + a Wetherall & ors v Owners of the Vallejo 
ery spp of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated April 27, 1887 


sip Sn bed (damage) Howell & ors v Owners of S § Sinbad & freight app of 
from judgt ot the President, dated May 18, 1887 June 1 


From the Queen’s Bench Division, Sitting in Bankruptcy. 
In re Horace Kent Tt, Jno Chambers app of debtor ng receiving order 
dated May 20, granted by Mr Registrar Hazlitt 
From Orders made on Interooatory Motions in the Qaeen’s Bench Division. 


887. 

The London & Bristol Stock Richinies Co Id v Bloxsome app of dft from Justices 
Day and Wills giving liberty to sign jdgt for fall amoant and refusing leave to 

defend A (8 O for security) 

Haleekopf v The Ziratei Bread Co, ld app of dft from Jastices Day & Wills 
refusing new tri«]—action tried by Mr Jastice Manisty April 24 

hg mss sos ape of St Saviour’s, Southwark v Gery epp of pita from Lord Chief 

Mr Justice A L Smith grantirg Sppeeienal leave to defend, & 
aside order for judgment & possession May 5 

Pi re T R Watson Expte R Phillips (administr &c) app of T R Wateon from 

aa Justics A L Smith and Wills for review of taxation of bill of costs. 
y 

Jobnston v Salvage Assoc & anr app of defendant J McKiver from Lord Chief 
Justice and Mr Justice A L Smith, setting aside order for service vf 3rd party 
notice May 16 

Hatoebinson v Hulsckopf app of dft from the Lord Chief Justice and Mr 
peony 4 L Smith oe signed judgment to be set aside on payment into 


security May 
Fn tod v Blaine, Menreald, & Co. app of pit from refusal of Mr Justice Grove 
to determine amount due under judgt »ffirmed by House of Lords May 19 
W:-léon v De Bathe, Bart app of pit in person from the Lord Chief Justice & 
Mr Justice A L Smith refusing leave tu set down notice of motn dated May 2 


May 25 
Carswell v _—. app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial at Man- 
Pg ane pd pate as pit and directing reference as to dilapidations May 25 
on v South Eastern Ry Co & In re South Eastern Ry Act, 
O88? spp Pepe f Bobool Board from order of Justices Stephen and A L Smith re- 
award to umpire May 25 
Barrell v ee by he of dfts from Justices Grove and Denm-n refusing new 
trisl—action tried r Justice Wills; 2nd trial by the Lord Chief Justice 


May 28 
Christopher & apr v Croll app of pits from order of Justices Mathew and Cave 
re liberty to proceed with judgt, dated February 22 Same action app of 
plts from order of same Judges th literty to proceed with action Mav 31 
se Canal, City & Dock Ry Co v The Vestry of St Mary, Islington (Q B 
Ride)’ app of pits from the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice A L 
Smith sfficming 33 jdgt on app from County Conrt June 1 
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THE SUMMER ASSIZES. 


Wasrzen Crmcurr (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Cave, J.)—Salisbury, 
Thursday, July 7; Dorchester, Tuesday, July 12; Wells, Thursday, 
July 14 ; Bodmin, Monday, July 18 ; Exeter, Friday, July 22; ‘Winchester, 
Wednesday, July 27 ; —_— Wednesday, August 3. One judge only 
will go to the first four =e 

arf (Cave, J.)— idstone, Friday, July 8; Guildford, Friday, 
July 15 , Friday, -“" 22; Winchester, Wednesday, July 27; 
ao ” Wednesday, August 3 Two judges will go to the last three 


Sournu-Eastzen (Grove, J. )—Huntingdon, Friday, July 1; Cambridge, 
Tuesday, July 5; Bury St. Edmund’s, Monday, July 11; Norwich, Tues- 
day, Ape 19; Chemsford, Thursday, July 28; Hertford, Thursday, 
j Lewes, Monday, August 8. 
vom Cuestzr, AnD Gramorcan (Denman, J.)\—Newtown, 
Bangs Friday, July 8 ; Carnarvon, Monday, July 11 ; 

% 16; Ruthin, ‘Wednesday, July 20; Mold, 
Peder Tialy 22; Cte, onday, July 25; Swansea, Tuesday, August 2. 
judges will go to the last two places. 

Boor W anes anv Curster (Field, J. )—Haverfordwest, Friday, July 8 ; 

Tuesday, July 12; Carmarthen, Friday, July 15; Brecon, 

, July 19; Presteign, Friday, July 22 ; Chester, Monday, Jul 
; Tuesday, August 2. Two judges will go to the last two ond 
uddleston, B., and Grantham, J.)—Reading, Tuesday, 
June 28; Oxford, Monday, July 4; Worcester, Wednesday, July 6; 
, Tuesday, July 12; Monmouth, Monday, July 18; Hereford, 
July 22; Shrewsbury, Monday, July 25; Stafford, Thursday, 

+ Reaeiaghom, 


is 


fie wren Tuesday, August 2. One judge only will go to the 
meme Piievkine and Wills, JJ.)\—Northem ——, Fat f June 24; 

Ay rer June pS Bedford, Monday, July 4 Oakham, 
Friday, orang July 9; Nottingham, ’ Thursday, 
— 14; Wednesday, July 20; Derby, Tuesday, July 26; 

Warwick, me S July 29; Birmingham, Tuesday, August 2. One judge 


as Bae, Phale to the un nine places. 
a iigaien Manisty and Mathew, JJ.)—Durham, Saturday, July 9; 
Sienna, Hetentey, m yaly 16; York, Saturday, July 23 ; Leeds, Saturday, 


a 

, i (Day and A. L. Smith, JJ. Appleby, Monday, July 4; 

pag ld y, July 6; caster, Wednesday, July 13; Manches- 
pony ey yn , July 18 ; Liverpool, Friday, July 29. Oue aes only will 


three places 
B., and Stephen, J., will remain in town during the whole of 
A. 3 the other judges until their respective commission days, 









WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Fripay, June 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Barn AND COLONIAL AGENcY, LuwrreD.—Petn for winding up, presented June 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Saturday, June 18. Armstrong, 
Fisebu pavement, solor for petner 
BRITISH MANUFACTURING CORPORATION, LIMITED.—Ry an order made by North, 
J, dated May 21, it was ordered that the corporation be wound up. Hayne, 
Finsbury sq, solor for petners 
GORSEDD AND SINCLAIR UNITED M . Lrrrep.—Petn for winding weiter 
sented fe ’ directed to be meet before Chitty, J, on Saturday, Jane "8. 
Gregory, Bishopsgate st Within, solor for petoer 
PoLYcHROMATIC SIMULTANEOUS PRINTING Co, LnaTED. ye 





laims, to Mr. Fred Truman 
side. Friday, July 15, at 12, ‘is appointed for hearing and adj udicating upon 
debts and claims 
Port Samp INTERWATIONAL CoaLiIne Oo, Luwrrep.—By an order made by Stir- 
ling, J., dated May 14, it was ordered Shes the woleninny winding up A the 
— pany be continued. Pyke & Minchin, Metal Exchange bdgs, Gracechurch 
st, solors for 
co Worgs & Contract Co, Lumrep.—Petn for winding up, presented June 
10, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, June 18. Webb & Uo, 
Queen Victoria st, solors for pemmexs 
PuBLIC WORKS AND CONTRACT Loarep.—Petn for winding up, presented 
ome pe — to be heard Tat Keay, J., on June 18. Dowse, New ins, 
solor for er 
Row.ey Reais Natt anp ny a : Lae. —Petn for continuing voluntarv 
winding aye June 6, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on June 18. 
Wilkins & Gresham House, Old Broad st, agents for Wright & Oo, Old- 
bury, solors for petners 
Royal EXCHANGE SHIPPING Lim1TED.—Chitty, J., has, by an order dated 
Feb 18, ap —b... Edwerd Hart. 14, M te st, to be official liquidator 
ABO Ga Co, tion for winding up, presented June 
6, directed to be Reaed before Stirling, J + on June 18. Olar. o & Co, Linceln’s 
inn fields, solore for 


ers 
ORKSHIRE AERATED WATER Oo, LiImITED.—Stirling, J., has ized L Fomneate 
June 22 at 12, at his chambers, for appointment of an official 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
MovtTon OorreE Hovuss Socrery, Limrrep, Moulton, Northampton. June 6 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY,, June 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
BorTon AND PARTNERS, LIMITED. — pe RO has fixed June 23, at 11, at his 
combine: for appointment of CH ~ liq 
HEYFORD Inon Co, LIMITED.— for winding up, presented June tt. directed 
to be heard before ee tg & Co, Queen Victoria st, 
solors for petner 
Mount Morcan (West) Gotp Mrvz, Liwrtep.—Petn for winding up, Bd ahr a 
June 13, directed to be heard before » J. On June 26. & Gn 
Gresham House, Old. Broad st, solors for p 
NORTHFLEET AND SWANSOOMBE BRICKFIELDS OO, an — Eee, < J, has fixed 
June 23, at 12, at bis chambers, for appointment of official ao 
REVOLVING BALL FInzER Co, .—Creditors are om mi x. nd. or before July 
2, to send their names and addresses, and eg their debts and 
, to Fred Bertram Smart, 22, Queen st. Thursday, “re 7 at 12, is 
ni? inted for hearing and adjudicating upon the hy bts and claims 
ARIS JET Minzs Co, LuutrEep.—Chitty, J., has fixed Thursday, June 23 at 
= at his chambers, for the appointment of an Ry -reagg liquidator 
West Lonpon COMMERCIAL BANE, LIMITED.—C! hes, by an order dated 
a 14 appointed Alfred Augustus J aang rh onl st, to be official 
q 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF OLarm. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 10. 

BAKER, JameEs, Northover, Somerset, Gent. July1. Tuson, Iichester 
BAtL, BARNETT, Orooke Shevington. June i4, Wilson, Wigan 
BavuGu, ELizaBETH, Wellington. July7. Davies, Dudley 
Bavou, Estuer Exizanetu, Wellington. July7. Davies, Dudley 
Buiacxston, W. A., Bishop Wearmouth. July 4. Wilkinson, Sunderland 
Broox, Bensamin, East Farleigh, Kent, Farm Bailiff. July 15. Stephens & 


Urmston ne 
BRooxHovsE, JouN, Deptford, Gent. July 18. Lockyer, Deptford 


CHaritTox, Tuomas Brovexuton, Chilwell Hall, Nottingham, Esq. July 1. 
Freeth & Co, Nottingham 
CHILCOTE, HERBERT Nromenas, Babbicombe, Devon, Surgeon. July 8. Francis 


. Newton Abbot 

OLovGH, JOSEPH, Cookridge, York, Farmer. July 14, Harland, Leeds 

Corz, Lyp14 Brrpeet, Bristol. July 8 Rowley & Chatwin, Birmingham 
Frrrocx, MaTILpA, Plymouth. July 30. Weekes, Plymouth 

hi Pm my Erdington, Birmingham, Land Agent, a uly 6. Barlow & Co 
GILLINGs, SAMUEL BEECHER, 5 easy Surrey, Gent. July 23, Hogan & Hughes, 


n’s lane, Cannon st 
GOoDALL, JAMES, Swansea, Draper, July 1. Collins & Woods, Swansea 





Bene pox, Cxuaizs, Choriton-apoo- Moock, Innkeeper. July 23. Darnton & 


PE — ap -)' RE 


Thrapston, Northampton. July 22. Hilberys, South sq, 
Gray’ s inn 





4 Son, Skinners’ kinners’ Hall 





Cam iad. bg aed a The Firs, Oricklewood, Gent. July 23. Walker & 


Vivian, General Sir RopErt pous Houssey, G.C.B., Hove. July 9. Meynell & © 


RE, OLARISGA ANWE, Little Baddow, Essex. June 24. Smoothey, Brain- | 
Mazsiorr, FaEpexicx, Fellows rd, South Hampstead, Esq. July 11. Rhodes & . 
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Quart, Saran CaTuerine, Bristol. June 2. Olifton & Oo, Bristol 
Rowncrman, Tomas, Bradmore, Nottingham, Farmer. July 1. Freeth & Co, 


Boorson, JOHN, Pemberton, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. July 4. Price, 


prnaxorond, Ei pace Arye, Viscountess, Cpper Brook st, Grosvenor sq. July 5. 
Kingsford & Oo, Essex st, Strand 
say, ARTHUR Semen Wimpole st. July 7. Waterhouse & Oo, New ct, 


WILELNSON, THoMas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Solicitor. June?2. Dix & Warlow, 
Newcastle upon-Tyne 


WooLLett, GrorGs, Cheriton, Surveyor. Augi. Sankeys & Flint, Canterbury 


London Gaszette.—TvEsDaY, June 14. 
AxsBoT, JOHN, Carnarvon. July 20. Lioyd & Oo, Carnarvon 
Apams, WILL1aM, Cardiff, Mining Engineer. July 15. Dalton & Oo, Oardiff 
ausear, Cagceame, Wokefield Park, Berks. July 23. Bowman & Crawley- 
BaRKER, Rooms WALKER, Ripon, Gent. Sept5. Hutchinson & Son, Bradford 
Baste, Tmomas SaLwey, Windsor, Esq. July 20. Southern & Montford, Lud- 


BECKWITH, WILLIAM, Forest Gate, Builder. July 18. Warmington, Walbrook 

BgtL, ANNA IsaABELLA Harworth on Tees. Septi1. Bell, Carlton 

pune, OuaRiEs BENTLEY, Savile row, Gent. Aug i. Wood & Oo, Rood 
ne 


BoyD, MaITLanD WIxson, Pall Mall, Esq. July 15. Upton & Oo, Austin Friars 


OAKEBREAD, JAMES, Sawbridgeworth, Hertford, Farmer. Aug 2. Richardsons 
& Foxwell, Much Hadham 
DaRBY, JAMES JOSEPH, Waterloo, Lancaster. July 31, Madden & Co, Liverpoo 


FincH, ALICE, Preston. July 16. Thompson & Craven, Preston 
FRANLEIN, OHARLES, Nottingnam, Grocer. July 1. Towle & Oo, Nottingham 
GreEcson, Awne, Liverpool. July 31. Bateson & Co, Liverpool 


HaRpDInG, WILLIAM FEILDING, Baraset, Stratford on Av July 22. Bell 
& Oo. Lincoln's inn fields a ONY 


Heprrtz, Tuomas, wiper, Northumberland, Gent. Aug 10. Mather & Oo, 
Newcastle upon 

HorHaM, FREDERICK EY, Church Stretton, Clerk in Holy Orders. July 20. 
oo & Pemberton, Whitehall pl 

Hunt, JOsEPH, Aston, Machinist. Jus 24. Spurgeon Blackham, Birmingham 

JonEs, Hannau, Winton, Lancaster. July 11. Widdows, Manchester 

JonzEs, JOSEPH, Gwernfyd, Carmarthen, Aug 31. Morris, Carmarthen 

Ketty, Emma, Fairfield, Liverpool. July 11. Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 

Kina, Exizanetu, Liversedge. July 15. Scholefield & Taylor, Batley 

LINDLEY, JOnN, Sheffield, Tool Grinder. July 31. Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 

Luiywoop, Jou, Kingston upon Hull, Clerk. July 26. Jackson & Son, Hull 

Moors, Epwarp, Liandudno, Gent. July 1. Chamberlain, Llandudno 


OsBoRN, WILLIAM, Mornington rd, Gent. July 23. Bowman & Crawley-Boevey 
Bedford row 


PALLING, JOHN GEORGE, Castletown, Mon., Gent. June 24. Davies, Newport 
PoRTER, ELIZABETH JANE, North Kensington. July 11. Reed & Reed, Basinghall 


PROCETER, JOHN, Otley, Gent. July 23. Simpson, Leeds 
RatuirF, JaMEs, Bold, Farmer. July 30, Wareing & Cropper, Liverpool 
ROWLAND, JOHN WEBB, Axford, Wilts, Farmer. July 21. Rowland, Ramsbury 


, CHARLES FREDERICE, South Wolverhampton, Gent, Augi, Under- 
hill & Lawrence, Woiverhampton 


a aon Scropg, Shirley, Southampton. Augi0. Stanton & Bassett, 
ow 
Wey Manchester, Porter. June 30. Schou, Manchester 


a Nottingham Aldborough, York, Colour Merchant, July 21. Thorney 
Oo 
MANSFIELD, W. TLLisM ‘THOMPSON, Swaton, Lincoln, Farmer. July 21. Smith & 
Oo, Horbling 


wreagees, \ WHiaiaM Henry, Buxton, Derby, Bath Manager. July 4. Taylor & 
Wangnat, = Cotmanhay, Derby, Blacksmith. July 11. Stevenson, 
wae HANNAd, Mount Henbury, Chester. July 31. Mair & Oo, Maccles- 
Yatugs, JoserH St Joun, Sandbach, Esq. July 25. Ounliffe & Oo, Manchester 








WARNING TO INTENDING Hovsz PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. — 


h grees rt ging 
Sper tga Te tty Bratnarlag € Venton So Wises Wes 


ster (Estab. vm who also und et Eo tanee. } 
STUTTERERS noha astra tne ae oe B. BEASLEY, 


London, price 18 stamps. The Author, 
40 years, cured himself by a method entirely his own: 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, June 10, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ARNOLD, ALBERT JOHN, Dover, Tailor. Canterbury. Pet June6é, Ord Juneé 


Atrwoop, Tomas ay Northampton, 
Pep nemae Gas zB, p out of business. Northampton, 


Boorman, FRANK, Preston, Ry Baker. Brighton. PetJune6, Ord Juneé 
BootenorD, CHARLES INGLEBY, Derby, Boot Dealer. Derby. PetJunes. Ord 
Bowsgn, Tuomas, Carmarthen, Draper. Oarmarthen. Pet Juneé. Ord June? 
Buaugr, EDwanp, Liverpool, Music Seller. Liverpool. Pet June ¥. Ord 


pine, eer re FRANCIB, Warnford ct, Throgmorton st. High Court. Pet Feb 


’ 


an en 
Cann, Mavirsa, Hadlow, Kent, Grocer. Tunbridge Wells. Pet June 7. Ord 
Guan som, Quenen Jeun, Bristol, Warehouseman, Bristol. PetJuoe’. Ord 


Cent Tecan, Sesihadlie Bookseller. Manchester. Pet June6. Ord Juneé 


Croox. comme Moses Wages, Jone Bouter, nll Fase Wonrstox, Halifax» 
Dawege, Wrssax x ; Maser, J Burslem, Baker. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall- 
Durron, on, Geonen bo J Derbyshire, Medical Assistant. Derby. 
x Russa. Newport, Mon, Stockbroker. Newport, Mon. Pet 
GaatanD, Jomm, Plymouth, Fish Buyer. East Stonehouse. Pet May 25. Ord 
GorDoN, Re a Ee Se ee oe High Court. 
Josgrx, Scarborough, Chemist. Scarborough. Pet June’. Ord 
Hamissox, Jon, Hugente Farm, ar Pocklington, Yorks, Farmer. York. Pet 
mowgang 7. Ord Fane Welshpodl, Montgomery, Shoemaker. Newtown. Pet 
Hussey, ALBERT Moncax, Cardiff, Engine Factor. Cardiff. Pet June 4. Ord 
Jonni; vax, Aberdovey, Merioneth, Butcher. Aberystwith. PetJune7. Ord 
Joums, Jouy Fixsas, Bacann Yortiateg, Mactensth, Taye, Bangor. Pet June 
Jonzs, WILLIAM, Swansea, Builder, Swansea. Pet May 31. Ord June? 
use, Onsenas, Govencain, Haut, Saiees. Tunbridge Wells. PetJune7. Ord 
Lanncgiveon, Semmeet Lzonarp, Lincoln, Fruiterer. Lincoln. Pet June’. Ord 
7: rama Greenwich. Pet May 20. 
MA ovis Monaepte’ Sek Goare Pos fange Ged ange 
Mey Orisa ne = 
Macy, James Roamer, Leeds, Oil Manufacturer. Leeds. wi thar ok Ord 
SamMvEL, Horsforth, Yorks, Crane Maker. Leeds. Pet June7. Ord 
Mon?ay, JOHN, Landport, Hants, Auctioneer Portsmouth. Pet June3. Ord 
Mosonirs, Sey Coe. Fah Cena Kingston upon Hull. 
aneipero Ema, Hall, ur Droitwich, Worcester, Farmer 
Worcester. Pet June 8. Ord June 8 
ewport Pagnell, Buckingham, Builder. Northampton 


REED, JouN LIDDELL, Braidley, nr, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, Farmer. 
ME Rt BT “hesler, Bradford. Pot June 1%. Ont 
une 7 


Suet, GEzoRGs, Brighton, Tailor. Brighton, Pet Junes. Ord June 8 
Smiru, Henry, Sheffield, Bootmaker, Sheffield. Pet June8, Ord June8 
Sournwstt, Joux, Bacup, Lancs, Dealer in Toys. Oldham. Pet June 8. Ord 
SUTTON axes, Sheffield, Optician. Sheffield. Pet June8, Ord June8 
pant" Ratmemampagavetente oes Cardiff. Pet March 2. Ord 


Vinton, WiLL14M Henry Ev. ai, Biyesten upes SS Smackowner. Kingston 
~ upon Hull. Pet June 7. te - 


Wesiech Femi HEnry, Sidincad, Yeubs out of business. Northallerton. 


June 4. Ord June 
Warryon, Eiizasem, sooreer, Cornwall, Grocer. Truro. Pet June 7. Ord 
une 7 


Wares, Hunt, jun, Mastingten, Yeite, Cate Dems York. Pet June 6, 
plan, 51 gamers sete Pontypridd. Pet Juneé. 


TLLIaMs, THOMAS, Swansea, Builder. Swansea. Pet Junes. Ord June5 


following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
_ London Gazette of May 31. 


Meg, TS Re eee Birmingham. Pet May 21. 
The following amendef netics jo mhetitnged Sy that pubttehed ip the 
ory. mas, Birmingham, Merchant. Birmingham. Pet May 31. Ord 

suf FIRST MEETINGS. 


soa Fear eee ee Palace rd, Fruit- 
erers. June 17 at 11 ‘8 
ANGERSTEIN Esq. 


18 at 12.50. Bankruptcy 
eer le Hee Wt nee Be, nan June 20 at 10.30. County 
Beenig, Tat, Demenett, nr Chand, Dubya. Sees, a Off Reo, 13, 
Browg, dou, Peethaa aye, Van Propeeter. June 17 at 1%. 98, Carey st, 
mporp, Cxantas Iyciypr, Derby, Boot Dealer, June 17 at 2.30. Off Reo, 
bldgs, Stock Broker. June 17 at 2.20. 33, 

st, Lincoln’s inn 
Coon. an Paes ne 
On a . June 20 at 11. Off Reo, 22, Park row, 


vis, Tom, Parkstone, Dorsetshire, Builder. June 17 at 1. Criterion Hotel, 


? iisnchersit theruens reat bes Off Rec, Ogden’s 
Sie Qherteey, Yacht Builder. June ® at. 





, Kegworth, Leicestershire, Grocer. June 17 at — 
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Pe aa Doxsrrapars, Pow oMAS, St Swithin’s lane, Solicitor. June 17 at 2.80. 33, Oarey 


Svan” denn auctn, “Treduancck, nr Newport, Mon, Draper. June 20 at 12.80. 
12, ones pines . Newport, Mon 
Hatzrwe1t, Joseru, Scarborough, Chemist. June 17 at 12.90. Station Hotel, 


Harrison, Jonn, H te, nr Pocklington, Yorks, Farmer. June 17 at3. Off 
Rec, 17. Blake st, York 
Hoogart, Wirr1aMm, Leeds, Grocer. June 20 at 12. Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Hows, Roser? Wuirwortn, Bedford, Innkeeper. June 24at10. 8, Paul’s sq, 


Isaac, GrorGcE Tom. Watinevens | pl. Wilson st. Finsbury, Licensed Victualler. 
June 17at12. Bankru a A Sees, Lincoln’s inn 

Jones, WILLIAM, Swansea, der, June 22at3. Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swan- 
sea 


JOSEPH, JOSEPH ‘sep estate), Birmingham, Jeweller. June 24 at 3. Grand 
Hotel, Colmore row, Birmingham 
JOSEPH, JOSEPH, and JosEPH MAURICE, Birmingham, Merchants. June & at 3. 


Grand Hotel, Colmore sow, 1 ey sn paane! 
Hatton gard mn. June 22ati11. Bankruptcy bldngs, 
Mason, one + South Audley st, Artist. J t Bankruptcy 
=z CH, Sow um une 17 at 2.30. 
bidns, Lincoln’s inn 2 - 


Murrny. Jonny, Landport, Hampshire, Auctioneer. June 27 at 3. 166, Queen 


Pazst, Jonnwn Pavt, Great Sutton st, Clerkenwell, Artificial Flower Manu- 
facturer. June 17 at 11. Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 
PanRTINGToN, Emma, Puashell Hall, nr Droitwich, Worcestershire, Farmer. June 
Matu. Off Rec. W orcester 
2, Tredegar 


keg Fgouas LE nme Chepstow, Mon, Grocer. June 20 at 1. 
Pratt He ienat a. York, Chemist. June 17 at2. Off Rec, 17, Blake st, York 
Reep. Jonun Lippett, Braidley. nr Haltwhistle, Northumberland, Farmer. 
June 22 at 12. Off , 4, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Ricuarps, Epw, Maindee, nr Newport, Mon, Commission Agent. June 18 at 
12. 12, Tredegar pl, Newport, 
=n on Trent, Painter. June 18 at12. Off Rec, St James’s 


brs, 
SurrH, Reorsat Troxas, Hove, Sussex, Stockbroker, June 17 at 12. 4, Pavilion 
SYTNER. ngham, Merchant. June 23 at 11. 25, Colmore row, Bir- 


TILDESLEY, THomas, Newport, Salep, Grocer. June 17 at 11.30. Victoria Hotel, 
Newport, Salop 
saan he ay pe Gx, Nottingham, Currier. June 17 at 12. Off Rec, 1, High pave- 


anton, Mowrann, W Wakefield, Engineman. June 17 at 11. Off Rec, Bond ter- 
wishin dane 7g late Grocer. June 17 at 1. 72, High st, Rams- 


WETHERELL, Ropirnson, Moorsley, Auctioneer. June 17 at 1.30. Off Rec, 21, 
Fawcett st, Sunderland 

Warretzey, Wriiam Henry, and Toomas Tuornron, Huddersfield, Dyers. 
June 23 at 3. a & a Solan, New st, Huddersfield 


‘WHITTAKER, ’ t, ks, J 17 
rem ope be eee ge "He Heslington, Yorks, Cattle Dealer, June 
WHITEHOUSE, GEORGE, Birmin ham, Electro Plate Manufacturer. June 24 at 11. 


row, Birming 
Witt1aMs, Taomas, Swansea, Builder. June 22 at 11. Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, 
Wrs0n, Jonn Paterson, Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler. June 17 at2. Off 


a, Birkenhead 
WI1s0", 7 Sahin Es Epwarp Fosnrooxe, Water lane, Lower 
Lincoln's ton fiel 


ping Agents. June 17 at 2.30. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 


st, 
Wratt, Jou, Coleford, Gloucestershire, out of business, June 20 at 1.30 12 
Tredegar place, Newport, Mon : 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
AppISON, GEORGE Bawranas, Ada: Old Broad t. 
al acy 9 m’s ct, road st, Broker. High Cour 
tet Tomas Gane, Northampton, out of business. Northampton. 
Pet June?. Ord June 
BAL aaeasyeen. Teonerrenttt, Lancs, Wine Merchant. Liverpool. Pet 


IRNIE, 
May7. Ord June 
caer 30 ‘Aldeburgh, Suffolk, Smack Owner. Ipswich. Pet June 3. 


a Heyer, Dommett, nr Chard, Dairyman. Exeter. Pet May 21. Ord 
Bou, Laeze Joxs, St Dunstan’s hill, Lighterman. High Court. Pet Nov 11. 
Socemporn, YD, CHARLES INGLEBY, Derby, Boot Dealer. Derby. Pet June 8 Ord 


BurRNeET, Liverpool, Music Seller. Liverpool. Pet June7. OrdJune7 
Coxz, Gzonae, Swansea, Bootmaker. Swansea. Pet June 3. Ord June6 
JoserH Moszs Wuson, Josern Borro: 
. Printers. Pet June8. Ord Jun 
Dawzs, FREDERICK, Walsall, Rope Maker. Walsall. Pet Sune 1. Ord June 6 


Dawson, Tuomas, High st, Sutton, Carpenter. Oroydon. Pet June 1. Ord 
ILLIAM Masest, Burslem, Baker. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. 
Day, Geonan, Harpenden, Herts, Hay Dealer. St Albans. Pet May 27. Ord 
AF, Foes Janes, Manchester, Bookseller. Manchester. Pet May 21. r a 
Deas, mame Janus, Btrettord, Essex, Drapers’ Assistant. High Court. 
int rat Gra Sunes wna Medical Assistant. Derby. Pet 
mouth. Pet May?. Ord May ee eee 
mmm Farm, oF Pocklington, Yorks, Farmer. York. Pet 
te Wuirworth, Bedford, Innkeeper, Bedford. Pet June1. Ord 

HUSSEY, AL ALBEET MorGan, Cardiff, Engine Factor. Cardiff. Pet June4, Ord 
Laws Tuomas, Y cpyshir, Glamorganshire, Bootmaker. Pontypridd. Pet 
Loowepoor, Os 5 Boyanp D, Ne Motley, Hampshire, Master Tailor. Southamp- 
Tarr g 7000, JORRTE LzoyakD, Lincola, Fruiterer. Lincoln, Pet Juve7. Ord 





TH, CHARLES, Waterloo, Lancashire, Brewer. Liverpool. Pet May 23. Ord : 


MrrowEts. ‘sascvnr, Horsforth, Yorks, Crane Maker. Leeds. Pet June7. Ord 


Jun 
er ~ ‘Joux, Landport, Hampshire, Auctioneer. Portsmouth. Pet June 3. 
Nonrox, Et Epwrx James, Shaftesbury, Plumber. Salisbury. Pet May 21. Ord 


faues, © "Rowand, Southampton, Grocer. Southampton. Pet June 1. Ord 


une 6 
PERROTT. gp op he oa me Luppltt, Devon, Clerk in Holy Orders. Exeter. 
et 24 
ProMLeY, WILLIAM, on Sussex, Veterinary Surgeon. Hastings. Pet 
May %. Ord June 8 
POWELL, ANDREW. Soaypanty, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet 
Jane7. Ord June 
, WiLLIAM THO! rae, Seven Caters rd, Holloway, Job Master. High 
Court. Pet June1. Ord Jun 
Rawson, FREDERICE, Lincoln, Tailor. Lincoln. Pet June 4. Ord June 4 


RussELL, Wii11am Hurcurnson, Kilham, Yorks, Fasmer. Kingston upon 
Hull. Pet May4. Ord June 8 

SHEFFIELD, THOMAS NEEDHAM, Wandle rd, Upper Tooting, Solicitor. High 
Court. Pet Junei. Ord Jun 

Sue, GzorGz, Brighton, Tailor. “Brighton. Pet Junes. Ord June 8 


SmiTH, Henry, Sheffield, Boot Maker. Sheffield, Pet June8. Ord June8 


Comms. Joum, Bacup, Lavcashire, Dealer in Toys. Oldham. Pet June 8. 
une 
Surron, JamEs, Sheffield, Optician. Sheffield. PetJune8. Ord June8 


Warages. Waasan, ‘ TLLIAM, Aldersgate st, Paper Merchant. High Court. Pet May 5. 
Tr une 
Wangs, ELIZABETH, Scorrier, Cornwall, Grocer. Truro, Pet June7. Ord 


Wrttzy. Wri11amM Joun Leicester, Birmingham, Stationer. Birmingham. 
Pet April 28. Ord Junes 

var HENRY, jun, Heslington, Yorks, Cattle Dealer. York. Pet June 
6 June 6 

Wages. JOHN, Ystradyfodwg, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet 
June 6, Ord Juneé 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 14, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ADAMS, FREDERICK, Stonegate, York, Hairdresser. York. Pet June 10. Ord 


June 10 

Arenas, 3 Tice, Liverpool, Leather Dealer. Liverpool. Pet June 10. Ord 

Bren, yt a JAMES, Mintern st, , Hoxton, Furniture Manufacturer. High 
Court. PetJune9. Ord June 

—- ~ ANDREW, St Agnes, Cornwall, Farmer. Truro, Pet June ii. Ord 

une 11 

BRaDLEY, Epwix, Wolverhampton, (Shop Assistant. Wolverhampton. Pet 
June9. Ord June 9 

CANNINGS Some, Birmingham, Grindery Dealer. Birmingham. Pet June 9. 

e 


Ord Jun 
Conan, Saanem, Walcote, Leicester, Carpenter. Leicester. Pet June 10, 
une 
Dawson, Lewis, Rochdale, Iron Merchant. Oldham. Pet June8. Ord June? 
Dowme G, gp Brawrt, Ramsden rd, Balham, Esq. Wandsworth. Pet 
ay 1 
Dowsma, pommae i, Ipswich, Furniture Broker. Ipswich. Pet June 11. 


Ord June 
ERD, Doea EnizaveTu, and Emma Jane SAUNDERS, Poole, Builders, 
Poole. pdms June 11. mn June 11 
EDWARDS, sania, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler. Wrexham. Pet 
June 10. “ie tone 2 
sum, Ss ped gaara - SS, Furniture Dealer. Swansea. Pet June 11. 


yuEmy. J 130s Fuxpesior, Southampton, Plumber. Southampton. Pet June 
une 1 
GARNER, ROBERT, White Lion Lad Clerkenwell, Marble Merchant. High Court. 
Pet June ii. Ord June1 
Coa + peed Hunros, Leeds, Plumbers’ Factor. Leeds. Pet June9. Ord 
ne 


wW 

GRIBBLE, CHARLES, Vauxhall Cross, Bont, Lambeth rd, Importer of Doors. 

h Court. Pet June9. Ord Jun 

Hasna, Fpguae, Sen, Lincolnshire, ois Owner. Gt Grimsby. Pet June 
1 une 

HARBISON, comm, Newcastle Le lame, Grocer. Hanley, Burslem, and 
Tunstall. Pet June?2. Ord Jun 

HASSALL, JAMES y ttre Liverpool, Savatiee Dealer. Liverpool. Pet June 


10. Ord June 10 
Humget, 3. Rone it, Knightebridge, Watchmaker. High Oourt. Pet 
y 10. 
IgatT, AUGUSTUS ‘Boner? wn Hants, Auctioneer. Guildford and 
mene none ws ge we 5; 
aa. zomm Bingley, Yorks, Goal Merchant. Bradford. Pet June 9. 
ea Te Linky, Notts, Licensed Victualler. Nottingham. Pet 
une9. Ord June 
KENNEDY, ikingston upon Hull, Umbrella Maker. Kingston upon 


Witty, 
Hull. Pet June ». Ord June? 
7a ~ ee yd, Lombard st, Solicitor: High Court. Pet 
Apr 6. Ord May 27 
. ~ Flixton, Lancs, Warehouseman. Salford. Pet May 2. Ord 
une 
Lrargvet, J Evetyn, London st. High Court. Pet May 23. Ord June 10 
lamm, Jom, Wigston, Leices,Paper Box Maker. Leicester. Pet Juneii. Ord 
une 
Lioyp. pear, Lianrhydd, nr Ruthin, Builder. Wrexham. Pet June 10. Ord 
= ‘Joux, Pembroke Dock, Bootmaker. Pembroke Dock. Pet June 9. 


Muu, Fog no pae GEORGE, Liverpool, Merchant. Liverpool. Pet June 10, 
— } ALBERT, High rd, Lee, Bootmaker. Greenwich. Pet June 9. 
une 
PARKES, JOSEPH, Liverpool, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Junei0. Ord June 10 
Purt1iPs, 8 Ex11s, High Holborn, Tailor, High Court. Pet May 27. Ord June 11 
Prrt, JOnN, ie Tospenhow, Our Cuahetent, Farmer. Oockermouth and Workington. 


Pet J 
Pamncy,imowas By Kingaicy, Staite, Horse Dealer. Stoke upon Trent. Pet 


Wi ‘ . Derby. 
= ne per Maripool, Derbyshire, Auctioneer by 
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‘Raws, Joux, Toft Hill, nr Bishop Auckland, Grocer. Durham. Pet June 9. 


Roszats, Gaones, ¥ Portland rd, South Norwood, Builder. Croydon. Pet June 
ROBERTS, ¢ Jamus, Woreester, Licensed Victualler. Worcester. Pet June9. Ord 


Row Lanpbs, DaviD, Neath, Innkeeper. Neath. PetJune1i. Ord June 11 

Sante, Hi Hewry Horace, Brighton, Tutor, Ph.D. Brighton. Pet June 9. Ord 

gurri, ALFRED Turner, Liverpool, Auctioneer. Liverpool. Pet June 9. Ord 
une 9 

Surrn, ALLAN J., Liverpool, Cigar Importer. Liverpocl. Pet June 6, Ord Juneil 


GurTe, FLORENCE Ex, Leamington, no occupation, Warwick. Pet June 2. 


Surru, Tuomas, Walsall, Hay Dealer. Walsall. Pet Juneii. Ord June ii 
Brass, Hi uRY, Dewsbury, Yorks, Plumber. Dewsbury. Pet June 10. Ord 


SyMONs, TmOnAs, Walsall, Corn Merchant. Walsall. Pet June 10. Ord June 10 
Tartan, Fossa, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Birmingham. Pet June 10. Ord 
une 1 


VINTEN, ny en South st, Wandsworth, Grocer. Wandsworth. Pet May 16. 
Ord June 
Wares. on ae Carmarthen, Coal Merchant. Carmarthen. Pet June ii. Ord 
e 11 


Wuitworts, CHARLES HENRY, Newport Pagnell Mills, Bucks, Miller. North- 
ampton. Pet June9. Ord June 9 
Woon, & eS Thomas rd, Finsbury park, Builder. High Court. Pet April 18. 


Woop, GEORGE  Padebasce:. Beaufort terr, Fulham, Provision Merchant, High 
Uourt Pet May23. Ord June 9 

WRIGHT, GEORGE ro, Wolverhampton, Engineer. Wolverhampton. Pet 
Juneil. Ord June1 

Waricut, THomas, and Guonce WRIGHT. ene, Suffolk, Brickmakers. Bury 
St Edmunds. PetJune9. Ord June 


RECSIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


HumBERT, PIERRE, Coventry st, Leicester sq, Engineer. High Court. Ord 
March 28, RescJune 10. Adjud April ie’ Annul June 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ANDERSON, WILLIAM, Cannon st, Licensed Victualler. June 22 at 12. Bank- 
ne wae, bidgs, Lincoin’s inn 
YY, SAMUEL, Albeburgh, Suffolk, Smack Owner. June 23 at 12.15. Off Rec, 
ed, West gate st, Ipswi 
Farm, Preston. 3 Baker. June 23at12, Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 


a oe Carmarthen, Draper. June 23 at11. Off Rec, Carmarthen 
Buckie, Wri114M, Leeds, Tea Dealer. June 24 at 11. Off Rec, 22, Park row 


ww’ Shh Liverpool, Music Seller. June 2 at 8. Off Rec, 85, Victoria 
» Aalverpoo: 
aneEe, ¢ con , Alresford, Essex, Blacksmith. June 23atil. Townhall, Col- 


ppresy, Cerise JAMES, Exeter, Corn Merchant. June 25 at 11. Castle of 


cae ox 5 ama come, Bristol, Warehouseman. June 27 at 12.80. Off Rec, 

nE C. ° 

CoLEMAN, GEORGE, Walcote, Leicestershire, Carpenter. June 23 at 11.30, 28, 
Friar lane, Leicester 

ConEy, Louisa’ Ex.ioTt, Tottenham Court rd, Boot Manufacturer. June 22 at 
11. 88, Varey:st, Lincoln’s inn 

pore, Jou, uddal Heath, nr Tarporley, Cheshire, Joiner. June 29 at 10.30. 

2, Hoapital st, Nantwich 
nook, Josue OSEPH Moss Wis0n, JonN BorroMLEey, and Frep WorsIck, Halifax, 
ters. June 24 at 11. ‘Off Rec, Halifax 

OULVER, AnTuuR, Sandall rd, Camden ‘Town, Public House Manager. June 22 
at 2.30, 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Dawson, Lewis, Rochdale, Iron Merchant. June 22 at 3. Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chinbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Dawson, WiLL1AM Massky, Burslem, Baker. June 23 at 11.15. North Stafford 
Hotel, Stoke w _ Trent 

a , Smack Owner. June 29at12. Off Rec, 3, 


Dutton, GzorGE WILLIAM, t Tibsbelf, Ee Desbraire Medical Assistant. June 22 at 
: Off it James’s chmb: 
restfach, nr Swansea, Foret Dealer. June 25 atii, Off 


swansea » 
Wimwt, Jaane CLIFFORD, Solon rd, Brixton, Clerk. June 22 at 2.30. 88, Oarey st, 


Forp, hal = mo saniaghnm, Licensed Victualler. June 28 at 11. 25, Colmore 
row, 
pamnans, JOBN, Plymouth, Fish Buyer. June 2 at 11. 18, Frankfort st, Ply- 


Gmvax, VALSXANDER, Colchester, Draper. June 23 at 11,30. Townhall, Ool- 
aoae, JOHN, Birmingham, Wheelwright. June 29 at 11. 25, Colmore row, 


t,. en, Old Kent rd, Grocer. June 28 at 11. Bankruptcy bidgs, 
coln’s inn 
HowEL1s, Taomas, Welshpool, Shoemaker. June 22 ati, Off Rec, Lianidloes 


Hyam Mows,ons, Holborn Viaduct, Tailor. June 22at12. Bankruptcy bidgs, 
nooln’s 
ILLINGWoRTH, JOHN, Bingley, Yorks, Coal Merchant. June 2% at 12. Off Rec, 


81, Manor row, 
a, Evan, Aberdovey, Merioneth, Butcher. June 24 at 12.90. Townhall, 


Lamu, J9us, Wigston, Leicester, Paper Box Manufacturer. June 23 at 19.30. 

Moovr, yam. Gt Grimsby, Smackowner. June 28 at 2, Off Reo, 3, Haven 

Pace, my ee rd, Mile End, Chair Manufacturer. June 23 at 12, 

Pret Jou, Torpenhow, C Gumberiend, Parmer. June 28 at 1%. 67, Duke at, 

= Suasers cone, | Wivenhoe, Essex, no ocoupation, June 28 at 11.15. 

‘ownhall, Co! 

RamspEy, WiLLiAM, Eckington, Derbyshire, Auctioneer. June 2% at 11.30, Off 
Rec, St James's chbrs, Derby 

Rowyes, Jai “sam, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. June 25 at 10.90. Off Rec, 

Rumsey, WwW. .. St Paul’s churchyard, Manufacturers’ Agent. June 22 at 11. 
38, Carey 7% Lincoln’s ino " 

me deh Gee ee ten Le ee ee 

une at 


38, Lincoln's inn 
Suanp, Evcanan, Bradtore, China Dealer. June 2 at 11. Off Reo, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 


Dove, Ji OHN, New 








J Dealer in June 22 at 2.30. Off Rec, Ogden’s 
SOUTHWELL, JoHN, Toys. 


hubis, Brie, Manchester ess. 
SN 1 


he a Sa June 23 at 2,30. 


woes, St ee "Grocer. eatin 10: Off Reo, 


Wenn Re & Se 
“aT, THOMAS, and GEORG: Wary, Resets Gel, Sa June 
bees CY Guildhall, Bury St 
Te wine Amend te ta hat aan he 
Partinetorn, Emma, Pures eat Halt ae Droitwich, Worcestershire, Farmer. 
June 96 as it. Off Hee Wornten 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
APPLETON, Jame, Liverpool, Leather Dealer. Liverpool. Pet June 10. Ord 


June 1 
Suen, Davip, West Bromwich, Butcher. Oldbury. Pet May 14. Ord 


Brep, ‘ALyaED Jaxns, N st, Hoxton, Furniture Manufacturer. High 
Court. Pet June 9. une 10 

Busy, Faepensce Masesee, Lang tee Geen, Dene & Sees Soak: 

Srs0ne, rT gnee St Agnes, Cornwall, Farmer. Traro. Pet June 11. Ord 

BoonMam, FRawx, Preston, Sussex, Baker. Brighton. Pet June4. Ord June 10 

Bowen, Tuomas, Carmarthen, Draper. Oarmarthen. Pet June6é, Ord June 10 


rd, Stamford hill, Minister of Religion. High Court, 
et May 6. ber une 8 
Jou, Birmingham, Grindery Dealer. Birmingham. Pet June 9. 


J 
en 0. engtan, eee 
u 
Donadve, JOuN, Swansea, Solicitor. Swansea. Pet Jan 25. bale 


Downy eoaene Coorzk, Ipswich, Furniture Broker. Ipswich. Pet June 11 


ee | Request Joum, Bickmangwerth, Hertfordshire, Plumber. St 
ni —t. Stoke upon Trent. Pet 10. Pet June 11 = 
i, ay Rogune, Kingstan yoee . Kingston upon Hull. Pet 
Ganege, coun, yanset, Veh Beye ee Pet May 25. Ord 


ye, Panes iparon, Wow Leeia, Plumbers’ Factor. Leeds. Pet June 9, 


Bussiwit, J OSEPH, Scarborough, Chemist. Scarborough. Pet June 7. Ord 
June 11 

HARNDEN, FRANcIs, Clee, Lincs, Smack Owner. Gt Grimsby. Pet June 10. 
Ord June 10 


nan Heb 22." Ord Jane 102 eee ey High Court. Pet~ 
e . Ord June 4 
mee a Se Ss Se lane, Corn Mer- 
ts. 
Inare, Avouerts Busser or, Pa Parsborough, Auctionvet. Guildford and Godalming. 
une Ord 
Jo Om Brae. A) Aberdovey, Merioneth, Butcher. Aberystwith. Pet June 7. 
Jo MAUEICH, Queen Victoria st, Financial Agent: High Court. Pet Feb 9. 
Kennepy, W HH Umbrella Maker. 
Hal, Yordena Gettase, > Us — 
eee = wasase Taowas, Pulbeph, Lapes, Bagmey. Nottingham. Pet 
une 9 
Mason, GEORGE FINCH, South Audley st, Artist, High Court. PetDecs0, Ori 
June 
ones, - em Newtown, Mont, Shoemaker. Newtown. Pet May 9. Ord 
Musonay Bunyan, Cottingham, Yorks, Contractor. Kingston upon Hull 


O’Dwysr, A CE tS High Court. Pet Feb 8, Ord June 10 


Pine, Jomy, Torpeshow aYuoe tee ee Oockermouth and Workington. 


June 
Passa, hae Salen fork, Chemist. York. Pet May 2%. Ord Junes 


Romanom,, Wises, LEN eacieaees High Court Pet Apr 22. 
ent Ora Tube 8 8, Longridge rd, Earl’s ct,Gent. High Court. Pet Mar 
ALFRED TURNER, Liverpool, Auctioneer. Liverpool. Pet June 9. Ord 

Sr1DB, i Abces Gponon, Southwark Bridge ra, Sanitary Bngincer. High Court. 
Taruqe. Fasnuns, Fruiterer. Birmingham. Pet June10. Ord 
p, Taman, Mowers, Salem, Suse, Stafford. Pet May 31. Ord 

riser Wizzse, Catherine a, Strand, Publisher High Court. Pet May 6. 

m toon Hal, Syne reper. Kingston 
e, Monmueg. 7 Engineman. Wakefield. Pet 

wang oss, ‘Tuomas, Carmarthen, Ooal Merchant. Carmarthen, Pet June 11. Ord 
lane Tamara pend aun: Swansea. Pet June §, Ord 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
June 22.— G_Mesers. Kunzx & Op. a0 i Mam A0 F p-iiy Fare Properties (see 
Jans WoL J, h Bnaxt, at the Mart, at Spm. Frechold Land (see sdvertise- 


ment, 11, p. 2). 
June 24.— BAKER & at the } at 2p.m,, Freehold Land and Pro- 
ot es eae! the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Pro- 


ae 
see advertisement, le 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must t 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 4 





BIRTHS. 
Brapsuaw.—June 8, at Barrow in Furness, the wife of R. B. D. Bradshaw, 
solicitor, of a daughter 
Dagpeo ivane 8, at Singapore, the wife of James Guthrie Davidson, barrister- 
@ son. 
Hype. Juve 1%, 12, at }Ealgart rd, W., the wife of Clarendon Hyde, barrister-at- 
w, of a 
RicKband — May 11, 11, at Plymouth, the wife of W. W. Rickeard, solicitor, of a 


SumMennays. —June 10, at Wimbledon, the wife of Thomas Charles Summer- 
hays, solicitor, of a daughter. 
Warson. —June 10, XL, Greencroft, Annan, N.B., the wife of Charles Watson, 


» Of e Genghter DEATHS. 


Dieses ans 


ILL 
NEW ORDERS, &O, ....00-sceeereseee 563 





The Subscription to the Souscrrons’ Journan te—Town, 26s, 64.3 


EpELt.—M 
side. sixty-seven years. 


—June 15, at Hamilton-terrace, N.W., Charles John Plumtre, barris- 


ter-at-law 


11, at Pembury-road, Clapton, James Edell, of King-street, Cheap- 





Country, 288. 6d.; with the Waexty Rerorrsn, 53s. 
vance includes Double Numbers and 
their Volumcs bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 


Payment in ads 
Subscribers can ha 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. 


Anti- ic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
re Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extrac’ 
a Faculty pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, per- 
le beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper and invaluable for Invalids and Children.’ 
commended by the entire Medical Press. 

oo Rees sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
7, keeps an years in all climates, and is four 
times + ne a cf cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and in REALITY CHEAPER than such 
Mixtures. 


Made instantaneously with boiling water, a te»spoonful 
toa Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE oes MAKERS, 


APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Ma: fhe Lord rd Chancellor, the Whole of 
the J Mente ot ed ee Corporation of London, & &c. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S 1EN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD’S PATENT.) 
1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d. 


500 Leaf Book, 3s. 64. 
English m 


THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT, 


WODDERSPOON & CO,, 
7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STREE 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.O. 


LONDON — ya iblished by suthorit; 
LONDON RY ADVERTIS [ME) 
ptt t mig “Wu, OH ANGRY LANE, ’ 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Ag 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Pro: : 
to the advantages of may 3 experience of be af 
msertion of all pro f 
notices, &c., and hove eolie solicits their continued support. 
N.B. One copy of advertisement only req and 
strictest care and promptitude ome. O stam: 
forms for advertisement and file of London G 
kept. Bv —. 


Cocoatima La Vaniuxe is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

{m tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 

H. Scuwuirzzz & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C, 


rUSsisH our ECSES or APART- 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 


ABLISHED 1861. 
BAN K.— 














riginal, best, and most liberal. 
pri nee AD. sane. aus 
Cash prices. gg ye Ee or © given. 
estimates, Press — ons, testimonials 


F. MOED 250, Tottenham-co 
pg babe 21, ‘socal onoce, Ww. Rotab- 


idle eee for HIRE ONLY 


NORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY, 


ESTABLISHHD 1836. 
ABERDEEN—1, UNION TERRACE. LONDON—1, MOORGATE STREE 


ACCUMULATED FUNDS. £38,297,000. 


THE FIFTY-FIRST ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING of this Company was held within theif 
house at Aberdeen on FRIDAY, the 10th of JUNE, 1887, when the Directors’ Report was presente¢ 
The following is a Summary of the Report referred to :— 
FIRE DEPARTMENT. 


The PREMIUMS received last year amounted to £581,967 16s. 3d., showing an increase of £4,636 16s. 8d. over those of the previous year. 
The LOSSES amounted to £310,826 8s. 1d., or 53°41 per cent. of the Premiums, which is a lower ratio than has been ced since the year 18 
The “coy Saree of MANAGEMENT (including Commission to Agents and charges of every kind) came to £191,666 19s. 4d., or 32°93 per cent. @ 


free of 

the Campoty a tings, and other 
—* and Vokes: the collection "ot Bills or 
nge, Dividends, and ‘Cou - hg Aone 

tters of 


— TT ie of Stocks, Shares, an: 
Credit and Circular Notes issued. 

ECK =r ape with full particu- 
lars, post-free, on ae 
FRANC. KAVENSOROFT, Manager 





The BIRKB 























the 
After reserving the usual 33 per cent. of the Premiums to cover liabilities under current Policies, a profit was earned of £77,928 16s. 7d. 


LIFE DEPARTMENT. 





ASSURANCE BRANCHES.—The new Assurances during the year reached in the aggregate the sum of £425,080. These new Assurances 
Annual Premiums amoun to £14,432 15s. 3d., and Single Premiums amounting to £293 2s. 2d. 
The total INCOME of the year including Interest) WAS £274,283 9a. 3d. 
The CLAIMS amounted to £123,245 7s. 8d. 
The EXPENSES of MANAGEMENT Psa toh Commission) were limited to 10 per cent. of the Premiums received. 
ANNUITY BRANCH.—The sum of £7,262 3s. 7d. was received for Annuities granted during the year. 
The whole FUNDS of the Life ment now amount to £2,037,864. 
The having been unanimously adopted, it was resolved that the total amount to be distributed amon 
be £75,000, i oo Dividends of £2 and Bonuses of 10s. per Share, and that the sum of £75,000 be added to the 
now stand at £ 


LONDON BOARD OF DIRECTORS. 
Sir WILLIAM MILLER, Bart., Chairman. ALEX: HEUN GOSOHEN, Esq. 
Colonel ROBERT BARING. WM. E. HUBBARD 
ERNEST OHAPLIN, FERDINAND M. HUTH, Esq. 


Sir PHILIP CURRIE Xo. B. 
GEORGE JOHN FEN WICK, JOHN STEWART, 
ALEX. P. E Esq. “9 de WILLIAM W. 
Szcrztany—H. E. WILSON. 


Fre Dzrantuent—JAMES ROBB, 
Copies of the Report with the whole Accounts of the Company for the year 1886 may be obtained from any of the Company’s Offices or Agencies. 


the shareholders for the 
Reserve Fund, making 


ear 18 
t Fa 





Gunzrat ManaGER OF THE Com any. 








